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—~ " CHAPTER I U
INTRODUCTION e
K Administrators Are.surely very busy people. There afe ever more tasks
to attend to, ever more c¢.3erns and problems that require‘time,/energy,
and concentration. Yet here you are with a book about eva]uation in ‘your

hands. We 'd guess,'then, that one of your concerns is 1ikely to be an evalua—

e —

tion of a: proaect w1th which you are associated, or for which you have o

‘_adm1n1strat1ve respons1b111ty In view of th1s concern there may be a :

var1ety,of:reaoons.mot1vat1ng‘you to examine this book.

Perhaps evaluation is relatively néw to you:“and'you would like some
dc]arification about your role invthe process. or perhaps you are wonder1ng
R 'how worthwh11e expend1tures of t1me and resources, for the evaluat1on are

—”f"ﬂﬂke]y"tO“be.and would ]1ke-tofhe1p*1nsure‘that"you*get“your""money'S”“**"*m“~~
. worth . I . . . - . .’ .; - . - V2 -
. ‘. ¢

-

S

Or, you may already have e;Bérience partioipating in'evaluation, ut
. / e ' . .
been'disappointef in the outcome Th1s -time, you ‘d Tike to ‘take an ac ve

. role 1n mak1ng sure\\hat the eva]uat1on~1s better—tam%ored to your prOJect S

needs, though you may\ﬁpt be’s sure exact1y how to go about do1ng that

~~ v

We d 11ke to reagéure you -- you have come to the r1ght place to get

_ 1mmed1ate help The~authors of this volume prov1de the follow1ng assuranCES'ir

7

* This, handbook is- oriented spet1f1ca11y to those who comm1ssion or
are otherwise adm1n1strat1ve1y responsible. for see1ng that evaluat1ons
are performed : 'f_ R ‘t . _ e e e

. Th1s handbook is pract1ca1 We don' t Juet teili)ouMHat to do. Rather;'ﬁ
: we show you how to do it and prov1de you worksheets for pract1ce )




. e This handbook is easy to read, w1th a m1n1mum of techn1ca1 language R

"~ and ‘a maximum of conmonsense adv1ce ' Ve
+

s This handbook is useful for adm1n1straﬁbrs at any stage of an
evaluation, whether tn the’pTann1ng process or ‘nearing completion.

<

Eya]uation

-

Led's c]arify for a moment ‘what we mean by "eyaluation." ‘When we use the
term in th1s handbook we are referr1ng to the act1v1ty of systemat1ca11y
obta1n1ng 1nformat1on that m1ght be used to change att1tudes or to make

Judgements which can be used to 1mprove the operat(on of prOJects What :

does th1s def1n1t1on mean in pract1ce?

F1rst, note that the word "systemat1c" implies that there must be a
plan to the eva1uat1on Eva1uat1on is not simply the. acqu1s1t1on of data
»or 1nformat1on in some haphazard fashion. Th1s organ1zed plan for data (or

-

1nformat1on) collection-shouid-be d1rectedftoward obtaJn1ng data. that W111

prov1de_answers-spec1f1ca1]y to the quest1onshor concerns you or others may
have about the project. You need“to‘consider carefully how the eva]uation
p]an w111 he]p obtain that data. After determ1n1ng the quest1ons and concern

"obta1n1ng the de51red 1nformat1on" 1nvo]ves severa] act1v1t1es 1dent]fy1ng

the appropr1ate 1nformat1on acqu1r1ng the 1nformat1on, ana1y21ng the data,

" and form1ng Just1f1ab1e conclusions based on tbe data

. g . ~ o '
< Once the aporopriate‘ingo;ma::;:shgshgssn'obtained‘and analyzed, then .

the conclusions based on this data can be put to use in two major ways. '5;
' The first of these, stated in our definition; vefers to the changing of an.
attitude or be11ef about the oroaect or its operatior Thatvis, the findings

from the eva]uat1on m1ght1nf1uence your (or someone else? s) op1n1on about




= - .- . —_ .

“** L . ) . o . Ts{
the proJect or twe way it operates (Wh11e?this might have no immediate

visible impact on the ptOJEetiJTt very we]] cou]d change or 1nf1uence act1ons

1n the future.) A second way - that you: could use the conc]us1ons based onfL
the data would be to make actua] dec1s1ons re]at1ng to prOJect operat1ons o“

even to proJect cont1nuat1on For examp]e based-on the® eva]uat1on f1nd1ngs,

I

., you m1ght recommend that the proJect not be refunded for the fo110w1ng year,

\

or e1se you mlght make certa1n mod1f1cat1ons 1n the way that the proJect

oper‘ateS ,(11 . . - ,O S » ';.{"// \,,j )
' ’ ’ . y h s R i

i

But there's another 1mportant feature of this def1n1t1on \ we use
the term "eva1uat1on" to refer on]y LO eva]uat1on,of an organfzat1on31
ent1ty (such as a "pro*ect" or program) We are not d1scuss1ng here he
eva]uat1on of 1nd1v1duals (such as students, tra1nees, personne1 man gers,_ h
etc ). We are d1scuss1ng projects that operate in organ1zat1ons such s

»wschoo1s,esoc1a1 serv1ce -agencies,- hosp1ta1s, bdnks, etc These proJects
can be at a mwcro 1eve1 w1th1n the organ1zat}6n (for examp e, the th1rd- o
grade mathemat1cs program in one e{ementary schoo]), or they may be“at he f v
macro 1eve1 (for examp]e, the Aid to Fam111es w1th Dependent Ch11dren soc1a1“
serv1ces statew1de) : In both these examp]es, though the data co]]ected )
- come. from 1nd1V1dua1 part1c1pants 1n the proJect (é%éﬂér the th1rd grade :;'$;?
stLdents or the AFDC c11ents), the eva]uat1on d8n15 with the ent1re proJect\//v
as the _ﬂElEZ to be judged, and not with the 1nd1v1dua1s who have prov1ded |

che_data for analys1s. ’ ,‘-.. . N \;?,, o
. - R . - . R . . i
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Eva]uation as a MeaningfuT Activity . |
' ‘ , 4
s - ! o>

Qur f1rm be11ef and one that we will endeavor to transm1t to vou

PN

M%hroughout this handbook, is ‘that eva]uat1ons shou1d be m ean1ngfu1 to a11 =
those 1nvo]ved in the process. Eva]uat1ons shou1o have 1mportance, s1gn1-
f1cance and purpose. In short, the evaluat1ons must be more ‘than w1ndow

dress1ng -- they must fu1f111 a necessary funct1on We re sure that many .

[]

of you read1ng th1s handbook will recall 1nstances of evaIuat1ons -- not

mean1ngfu1 -- which produced noth1ng more than a du11 report to be forever B

'f11ed away oni a dusty shelf. No more // . e .

So what does "meaningfu]" entail? Theafirst issue is, meandngfu] to |

whom? To stat1st1c1ans to researchers, to/;burna] pub11shers? -~ No!
Mean1ngfu1 to fund1ng agenc1e to h1gher-1eve1 adm1n1strators, to the-

eva1uator? -- Maybe But pr1mar11y the eya]uat1on must be mean1ngfu1

significant, and 1mportant to you and to others who are act1veJy 1nv01ved

l

with the prOJect and -are mak1nq dec1s1ons about 1t

-

, To further understand “mean1ngfu1 " you need on1y think about what s

;ygu_wou]d persona11y consider mean1ngfu1 We believe you wou]d think an

‘eva1uat1on mean1ngfu1 if 1t were re]evgpt cred1b1e, and, act1ve1y 1nvo1v1ng

&

fyou in 1ts process A

A‘re]evant-eva]uation shou1d be "on target." It must'dea1 with topica]/_f

cr1t1ca1 1ssues (issues of concern to you and to your coT]eagues), and 1t ‘

o

i must deal w1th them in an appropr1ate fashion

-

A mean1ngfu1 eva]uat1on shou]d a1so be . cred1b1e ‘There. are several -

fiMbortant‘aspects'to cred1b111ty F1rst, the eva1uat1on shou]d have techn1ca1

B

P ’.+4;;17A - Qk‘gw. o | ;4)? |
S ,,,‘4Va¢€;33 '~Q$9'17f; P
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cred1b111ty (i.e., statistica® correctness, properly crafted 1nstrume\ts,

va11d design, - etc ). The techn1ca1 cred1b111ty of the eva]uat1on should be

at a sufficiently high level that you and others can ee] that the resu]ts A\
. have been appropr1ate1y obta1ned.ahd are beyond major professional cnitichm.

we note parenthetica11y that almost every report can be critiqued.and.found

“x to contain some teﬁhn1ca1 deficiencies: what concerns us here is avoiding

g]ar1ng 1nadequac1es ..
- \ C o=

S

But there's another side to crediBility -- let's ca]]yit professional
. credibi]ity, Quite simply, ask yourself if\the eva1uator'is someone you

can believe in =- and; by implication, is the evaluation itself something
s . . . . o ) ‘ “» . ., N . s
you can trust? Do the evaluator's actionc reports;_récommendations insti1j .

'

‘sufficient onfidence tha¥ you might want to go ahead,\to move_on them, tn -

‘make -decisions, to make changes where necessary? \

.
\ ——

\

) : ‘ .z

’ : -
p! - : .

A further dimension'of mean1ngfu1“ eva]uat1on 1s that of your own
_ inuoivement-in'the evaluat1on Ask yourse]f how drawn you feel to gett1ng
1nvo1ved to want1ng to be close to what is happen1ng If the evatuation is
but a-minor cons1deratlon among other, more pre551ng pr1or1t1es you are - g?
unl1ke1y to make a maJor comm1tment to 1t And without th1s close 1nvo]vement

/

‘-°on your part the eva1uat1on undoubted]y w111 1ose=cred1b1115y

- '_Ac-'

In sum, then for an evaluat1on to be mean1ngfu1 you must be able to
g be11eve in the eva]uat1on s purpose, to. trust qits processes and f1nd1ngs,,_
and to- part1c1pate act1ve1y in 1ts conduct Such act1ve 1nvo]vement w111

: not on]y he1p make the eva]uat1on meag}ngfu] ‘to you, ‘but by- your example W111 .

a1so encourage mean1ngfu1 1nvo1vement of ‘others c1ose to the proaect

‘T

g/

-
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_Evaluation as an Organized Meanidéfu1,Activit¥' ;;. | L
/,/ ' R L ‘ : R
// Mean1ngfu1 eva]uat1ons as we have Just descr1bed them do not come about
by chance -- they must be pianned for, carefu]]y organ1zed proper]y carr1ed
_ out and effect1ve1y communxcated to peop]e who 1ntend to use' that 1nformat1on

24

- And this is’ where xgu_can make your.greatest.contr1but10n.. ‘

We cons1§er that you, in your adm1n1strat1ve ro]e, ‘are the’ "organ1zer"“

4 of the eva]uat1on In terms of our def1n1t1on of "organ1zer," this makes |
you the person u1t1mate1y respons1b1e for the eva]uat1on You p]ay the most k
.mportant part of a]? in: assur1ng that the evaluation w111 turn out to be
mean1ngfu1  Time- and time again, - research has shown that it is the presence
of a person 1n a pos1t1on of author1ty who takesa persona] 1nterest in the

eva]uat1on that makes the d1fference in whether or not resu]ts of the

B eva]uat1on are actua]]y put to use F-"and- that is certa1n1y a pr1me 1nd1ca- .

t1on that a mean1ngfu1 eva]uat1on has occurred _' o . .- \

o A _ . |

0
o

: "But M you may be say1ng, "I aL on1y one, person How can I be éo-
\ : V. . i~
1mportant? And bes1des, I hawe }ots of other respons1b111t1es to attead /:.'

to bther than th1s ‘one eva]uat1on "; We are not saying that you must do //f

- everyth1ng xourse1f' C 7} .‘; ; . ;:&_- ' . : L _ -//.f
R = [ e . Cota, s T 7 - ! ‘e /

The key to successfu]]y carryxng out your roie is understand1ng how/ /.

to rgan1ze, how to strLcture the eva]uat1on process 50 that the- othe;/

s1nterested part;es in the eva]uat1on can be 1nvo]ved to best advantage
§ o’

" And you are the one person fam111ar enough w1th the context in wh1cﬁ/the .
eva1ut1on w111 take p]ace to organ12e and 1nvo1ve everyone.connectéd w1th
the eva}uat1on Process -- yourse1f as adm1n1strator the eval%%tor, the

A - .' ’ < A v' - :
. - . AN T LT g L
-6- ' » . - - . - ! \ . ! .
N ' : : .
. ~ /o

. Lo -
S MR . ‘ i
- . NI
N G : ! 1 ;
o S . T - .
. DTSR I : B - . L. A
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whether 1nterna1 or external to_your own organ1zat1on PR

o,
. -

T
» e

‘project staff the proJect‘part1c1pants. and any other 1nterested part1es, s

[ —— “‘T

w111 g1ve you the 1nfornatwon (and the tips) you']] need

s
R

Th1s handbook

in your adm1n1strat ve ro]e as the evaTuat1on "organ1zer" to ‘manage the best,

" most usefu] eva]uat1on poss1b1e w1th1n the context of your proJect 3 rea]1t1es

\

It w11] take you through the ear]y stages of the evaluation, which we've

'termed "Sett1ng the stage" and. "Ident1fy1ng/organ1z1ng the part1c1pants",

L3

" through the execu\ﬁon of the eva]uat1on act1v1t1es ("0perat1ona]1z1ng *he ;

-

- 1nteract1ve process"),\and f1na11y through the conc}ud1ng phase of the '

eva]uat1on ("Adding the f1n1sh1ng touches for use“) Here s a' br1ef samp]e, _E
drawn from the stage 1ahe]ed "Ident1.y1ng/organ121ng tLe part1c1pants“ 2 v
Vi - / ’ :

Consider for a moment - the eva]uator Perhaps you already know some p
‘evaluators; there are lots of -them available nowadays. Some eva]uacors
may act 1ike remote, clinical researchers who want. you ‘to ‘set up '
controlled exper1ments in order to evaluate your. proJect - Some
evaluators may tell you what needs to be.evaluated, with or without”
your or other interested parties' concerns- and questions about the
- project being discussed and. taken into consideration.- Still other _
evaluators may offer you 11tt]e or no professxona] guidance in design- .
ing the evaluation. .If you've worked with any of these kinds of - Cr
~ evaluators before we offer our condolénces. and our encouragement '. .
“that this time," | your evaluation 'should -have an evaluator it merits,
an évaluator wi who is oriented toward the users' concerns and toward -
przduc1ng a mean1ngfu1 ev«ﬂuat1on a usefu] eva]uat1on for decision-
ma 1ng o o

-0

hhat does such an e 1uator Took ]1ke in act1on7 °The\eva]uator you .
should be seeking to\hire should ideally b&' someone who wants to 1nvo]ve
-you and the other pote ntial users of evaluation 1nformat1on in the
planning and the conduct of the evaluation; who asks for ;your. quest1ons
and concerns about the® proJect to be eva]uated“ who' has good 1nterper— .,
~sonal communication skills; who can assess the potent1a1 users'pre- | -
,ferences for receiving .information and responds appropr1gte1y, and‘en -
who is po]1t1caldy aware... = s O - . /

o,

W

| L : : Ll . ;
 on R : g Az

We hope the above'examp]e;has provided'some*hfntpthat:this'handhook

does have relevant information to offer you. And- ifwe hauen(t yet per-.




el

suaded you, “then - perhaps we have at 1east caught your interest suff1c1ent1y

|

that you w111 cont1nue reading. before making up your: m1nd

, i
we conc]ude th1s br1ef 1ntroduct1on by outlining the/content of the

rema1nder of the handbook._ Chapter‘II“d1scusses ‘the 1dea of eva]uat1on use, -
one of the. centra] concepts 1n§proJect eva]uat1on It also- 1ntroduces |
- the not1on of "Factor Patterns," clusters of individual e]ements wh1ch can
he]p}you~organ1ze~your eva]uat1on into recogn1zab1e, defjned stages that f“
promote eya]uatfonkuse. Nunerous examples accompany thehdefjnitjons and
”discussions{ | ‘ _ ’d | f _ ‘fj' H .

# Chapter III goes ‘on to d1scuss 1n deta11 each of the 1nd1v1dua1 c]usters

of e]ements wh1ch make up the Factor Patterns You w111 f1nd suggest1ons

for how to make each of the e]ements WQrk for you as you organ1ze the eva]ua—‘
t1on You 11 also' ind. tact$cs and strateg1es you.can emp]oy if you 1dent1fyv‘
e]ements in your ‘own eva]uat1on s1tuat1on wh1ch cou]d potent1a11y work aga1nst

eva]uat1on.use.

Chapter\jv prov1des a deta1 ed scenar1o .of one eva]uat1on context ‘
Seen through the eyes of the responsib]e "organizer,";th1s scenar1o prov1des ;
. the background aga1nst whlch the Argan1zer shares her thoughts and her
act1v1t1es as- the eva]uatlon progresses from the p]ann1ng stage, through the
operat1ona1 stége, and f1na11y the clos1ng stage The discussion charac-»-'T
| tertzes the evaluat1on in terms of the four Factor Patterns 1ntroduced in
Chapter I and III, and focuses specitica]]y on the 1ssue of maxim1z1ng the

potent1a1 fo"evaluat1on use
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Chapter V compietes‘;his’handbdok by providing worksheets for you to -7 -

i . - . -

—

use (or practice with) as you consider organizing your own evaluation. By
the {1me xou.Finish this chapter; you will become quite expert as an

evaluation organizer!

t

Neikhoy/fhat you are anxious to get started, so we suggest that -

.withogf/fd}ther delay, you turn to Chapter IT and begin reading about

-evaldation use. o L -
o } s C ) .//
|
/ !
[N = ..
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N - o 3

ﬁ B




" CHAPTER 11

¥

. WHAT IS EVALUATION USE? ,
\ |
: \
This chapter deals with a central issue. in. proaect evaluation -

‘ the use of evaluation as a dec1S1onmak1ng and adm1n1strat1ve tool-.-

- Administrators 1n charge of progects -- people like yourself - want to

run the1r projects as- efficiently as pos51ble and make sure that tne
prOJects are as effect1ve as possible " Evaluation car help in these
, tasks, but only 1f the 1nformation produced by the evaluation 1s received

-~ and used by those who eeed 1t most Qur 1ntention dn this book is-to- show—-*~

you how to organize an evaluation for the express purpose of max1m121ng

~ . its potential for usé. - . _ ;f, R /,//?f’///f/i//

Definition/of\KeyNTerms

—— We.yeeaustrintroduced a few key terms 1nto our dlSCUS°lOn tenns

which should be clarified before.proceeding iurther : he tenn E Qec \
refers to an Organized undertaking Such an undertaking generally requnres'
a staff whose members have d1fferent JObS and reSpon51b1l1t1es related o
carrying out the goals, objectives and act1v1t1es of ‘the program peing

_ implemented Here are a few examples of what we mean by "proaect"

A school district introduces bilingual instructional pro-
cedures to teach English and other subjects to limited
‘English-Speaking students ,

.A medical center introduces training to- improve nursing
'educators abilities to develop nursing;competency tests.

A bank‘s main office develops p\bceduresp orushowing branch RN
-| managers:-how to" implement updated software“in their compu= |-
‘ -terized;d ta-processing system : 1

";';[k, 7 -An infantry:divisdon S commander institutesifield training‘
1 7| exercises.to:train company—grade officers 1n long-range
o ,Vreconnaissance tactics, .. A .




- - ‘. ' .. ‘ . \ /

to introduce the successful promotional and sales

strategies of one region into other regions.

A corporat1on s sales d1v1S1on plans a conference ] ’ ‘; ]
l .
] |
‘ f
|
|

- -
i

Each of these projects could be subject to evaluation. -

An evaluat1on collects, analyzes and: reports--information on some !
undertak1ng such as the projects listed above. It is des1gned to produce
information that will help in declsionmaking for exanple, dec1s1ons B

concerned with .improving the eff1c1ency of. project. Operation U INOUR
/ rf ) :
y _ . , |

Here are some evaluation examples draWn from the five proaects , / :

1dent1f1ed above: - : R . |

The school distr1ct s bilingual proJect staff needs /
evaluation information to make sure.that students who ’
need bilingual services are being propen]x\identified /
They also need information on how well the“instructional ] ~
component is being implemented, on how successful the
~project is in preparing students for instruction in f
-English, and on how well the 1nd1v1dual schools in the '
dlstrlct are do1ng thls JOb '
“The medical center s training un1t needs evaluation
information on nursing. educators/ attitudes toward -
testing. They also need to know how successful: the
training program is in teaching/nursing -educators about
“test development. - That is, arejthe ‘tests they:develop .
~after receiving. tra1n1ng of hlgher quallty than the tests
they developed prior to tra1n1ng : o

- The: senior data-processing staff of the bank s ma1n off1c |

coglg_bEneflt*from.collecting information.on branch. managtrs
attitudes_toward the proposed /changes:in: the ‘software SYS| em,
~ on-the:extent.to:which local:pranches-have ;smoothly ru'ning
system’ prior t0-the “introduction: of.. changes‘”and on. ways to
1mprove cal. operations

The 1nfantry divisio commander and . h1,,hendquarters sta £
" need ‘information on the current assignments:of officers, with
-~ long-range:-patrol:training/. The 11,

and ‘status: information -about




~division staff will need 1nformat1on ‘on the general
performance of company-grade officers in different
-battle groups.. If the training is intended to screen
and select commanders of long-range units, the staff
. will need specific ‘information’ on each candidate's
, performance : R -

The corporation's sen1or sa]es execut1ves need infor-
mation on how well the conference was received by the .
| part1c1pants They may also wapt follow-up. information
on‘ whether-the successful promot1on and sales strategies
were implemented as intended. Finally, they need infor-
mation on whether regional sales volumes remained the
-1 same, 1ncreased, or decreased after the proposed strateg1es
i ..took.effect. L :

i

‘As these examp]es show,an eva1uat1on can co]]ect d1fferent kinds of
1nformat1on at d1fferent po1nts in t1me before a pro1ect beglns,

. dur1ng the course o. ‘the proaect, and at the end of the-project. More- o

. over, d1fferent k1nds of personnel can be 1nvo]ved both in the proaect

itself and in its evaluation, - _ S . : : - .

\A project may aiso have severa] administrators working at different

1evels in the overa]] organ1zat1on 'In'this book we wi]] focus'primari1y'k.xi
on the part1cu1ar adm1n1strator with operat1ona1 author1ty over and
respons1b111ty for the proJect be1ng evaluated Ne recogn1ze that th1s"
adm1n1strator may be des1gnated by a, var1ety of t1t1es project director,
pr1nc1pa/, program manager, project supervisor, etc Hhatever h1s or her

t1t1e,‘th1s 1nd1v1dua1, in- essence, performs the funct1ons descr1bea DQ]OW’

The proaect adm1nistrator 1s the person responsib]e f0r the overa11

-i'operation of the proaect the person whose actions and 1nf1uence usua]ly

" reach into every aspecf of the;roject and~whose administrat1ve responsib11 ties

'1nc1ude dea]ing with‘every group or agency W1th an 1nterest 1n the project

"and a stake 1nf1ts‘operationa1 procedures_and outcomes One 1mportant f:‘}-

o




) \

function of this administrator is to work closely with the evaliator

C et

“throughout the entire- evaluation process.

The fo]]qwjn§$gxaMp1és, drawn from the cases previously described,
identify the person who.may best be regarded dS'thevﬁprbjéﬁt.administratbr,ﬁ

as defined above: o -

[

- In the school district, the director of bilingual -
education is likely to be the project -administrator. -
Although he/she may report to others with some influence -
over the project at the broad policy level (e.g., an
assistant superintendent in charge of compensatory
education, the superintendent of the school district) .
nonetheless it is the airector of bilingual education who
is responsible for the operation of the bilingual project
and for its evaluation. o ’ L ’

-In the medical center, the project administrator is .
- probably the director of nursing education. This person
may work with and report to other administrators. .But.
by virtue of position and training, s/he is best equipped
: \\ to identify areas for which evaluation. information is needed.

to-be some fairly senior individual in.charge of system- -
wide computerized data processing. - This individual could

be a vice president who is knowledgeable about both banking -
operations. and data processing and thus is therefore stra-
‘tegically placed to consider evaluation-within the total
sphere of banking,operations;:nOt;on]yfcompUtef_systems. o

‘\&,,)}/y9’ln the case of the bank, the project administrator is likely
W

" In the infantry division, ﬁhéFeESfe $£fﬂéé§E(tﬁb35055ib1e

candidates for. project administrator.. In the case of . -
‘divisionwide contingency training, the division:commander -
' ‘ s u1;jmatelyfresponsjb]e;ghé‘mayifhdweVEriﬁaés1gg;anf“p?rag-t ]
- | assistantTas project director. "In the case of unit-commander .|
‘ -] screening and.selection, the-designated:project director = -~
might-be-a battalion executive officer witha propriate

‘training and experience.

| In‘the corporate sales division, the prog
~will:probably be:a ‘senior executive:

> | sales.division. While this person:reports to the national '
~ | head of sales, s/he assumes direct responsibility for.running
- the sales project.and its evaluation SRR




~ Each of the proJect adm1n1strators identified above then, wou]d
have opevat1ona1 respons1b111ty for the proJect and its evaluation. We

~contend that this respons1b1l1ty entails the promot1on of eva]uat1on use.

Evaluation Use -

What exactly do we mean by "evaluation use"? The term refers to the

pdrpbsefu] p]anned consequences that result from app1y1ng evaluat1on
'anformat1on to a probfem, quest1on,7or concern at hand Another way of‘
fphras1ng'the-def1n1t1on is to say that "usé“\\; the app11cat1on of evalu-

: ation 1nformation or evaluation.processesvto h1eve 1ntended des1red ends

Two-quest1ons arise natura11y from the above def1n1c1on ‘ use by -

~ whom? and‘for‘what purpose(s)? Let 3 dea] with the f1rst question now.

-

" Use bx‘ whom2

%

There are many potentia] "users" of eva1uation 1nformat1on | For ~1.,"
examp1e. when you 100k at the program to be eva]uated (e g B “the program :
~for which you have overa11 responsibi]ity), consider who the persons are l
.that actual]y-make the program work Perhaps you have a staff, a des1g- é

' ;,nated project dir'ctor, or severa1 subadministrators Perhaps your project

- arents——c+t+zens——advfsory‘counciis, or"other

. groups outslde you’ own organization Each of thes ‘gr0ups can’ have a.

‘fcgprofessional and 2 persona] 1nterest in the 1nformation to be produced by




Use for What Purpose(s)?

The ranqe of possibje“evaluation,users"is'large;"but'there are only -
. T T N
three main categories offeva1u iqq use. The f1rst of these is termed
i'act1‘on use": " the intentignal use of evaluation- to 1nform dec1s1ons :

about the. prOJect be1ng evaluated. An obV1ous examp]e of act1on use. is a

: N -
: change, made on the bas:s of evaluation 1nformat1on, 1n a proaect s content

/

-or. me*hods Another examp]e of- act1on use- 1s a: conclus1cn, drawn- on the~w“@

bas1s of%evaluat1on 1nformat1on that the. program 1s runn1ng as 1ntended
'\ c“g

and does not,need to be mod1f1ed at the present time. e G
v , 3

Use may resu]t from an eva]uat1on s processes as we]] as from the

' data it produces For example, contacts between the evaJuator and the

proaect staff early in the life of the proaect may resu]t in shared concerns
- about the need for project mod1f1cat1ons wh1ch 1n turn may 1ead to actua]

mod1f1cat1ons in project Operat1on Or the eva]uator may 1nd1cate that

., certain data wi]] be co]]ected as part of the eva]uat1on An understand1ng

) of the measures to be used may Tead to a recogn1t1on of proaect def1c1enc1es

(and changes) before any eva]uation data has been co]]ected

The second k1nd of use 1s conceptua1 1n nature The tenm "conceptua]

use" refers to the 1ntent1ona1 use of eva]uat1on tzhmodify people s att1-* {z

=

tudes toward the prOJect Often, conceptua] use ar1 ‘s*from the persona]

exchanges and 1nteractions that takebplace betwe ev“‘uator and




// ’ E : i r _l . _. ) T . . s “ '
Third, the professional literature talks about the “"symbolic" use

- of eva1uat1on, as when an institution tiyoes through the motions" to show
that someth1ng requ1red is taking p]ace, that regu]at1ons are be1ng ,
fo]]owed / " Such symb011c»use as-seen, for examp]e, when an institution
contracts .to have an evaluat1on conducted mere]y to demonstrate comp11ance

for anexterna] agency The evaluation 1tse1f is a way of saying, symbo]1-'

-~

. ca11y,w“Look, we are comp1y1ng w1th the requ1at1ons by submlttlng ouréi

ProJect to eva]uat1on

o]
'

’/
/
/

s

/ “.Throughout this Guide‘We'wi11;be cﬁncernéd only with'the first two =
/buseS’of“eva1uation: “action and conceptuaf. Awé*wi11»not-deai with symboTic -
use forvtwo reasonsc 'First ymbo]ac use is 1nh rent in the conduct of
the eva]uationtitself Second, we do not want to encourage evaluat1ons
d1rected on]y toward symbo11c purposes Such eva]uat1ons are a waste of-
money and time. Th1s book 1s dir ected toward mak1ng eva]uat1ons tru]y
usefu] SG. that the1r conduct will be worthwh11e

\ ’ - " ~
!

. L1kew1se an eva]uat1on can have both 1ntended and un1ntended uses.
0ccas1ona11y, ‘the resu]ts of an eva]uation can bn used 1n ways that are
very d1fferent from what was env1sioned For examp]e, the use of the
:_eva1uat1on report by a commun1ty organ1zat1en to demonstrate 1ack of
Suff1c1ent support from other agenctes. Somet1mes these un1ntended uses 2
are benef1c1a1, somet1mes not. we m1gh+ refer to this as the’"1mpact" of

the eva]uat1on in contrast to 1ts use,? which 15 p]anned and 1ntended.

S1nre th1s book 1s focused on gett1ng you to ant1c1pate and 1mprove the ’

use of eva]uat1on, we wi]] not consider 1mpact:1n this broader sense.f" '




Here are a few observations which you shou]d keep in m1nd when you  ° =

© °

’ 7 .
consider % organ121ng your eva]uat1on for action use, for conceptua1 use, -

.
R l
o= _—
NSO

or for both T - Q ',* ' } o .

!
!
? SR
' o - o, A / &
/

= <

O First, not every 1ntended attion is. preceded by
conceptual use. But, whete act1on dépends ono
prior conceptual groundwork, you' shou1d-be sdre
that th1s groundwork 1s Ta1d Ce /

0v_Second and converse]y, not every co éptua] use °
. H._1s followed :by an action.- But: where _such’ progress1on
is warranted you should make sure that 1t

0 Third, conceptual use, 1n Jitself, may be the final:
des1red effect of many evaluat1ons.

PR i o -2
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’ Process?ahd Product  ° S

-

Y

T . = / R

As 1nd1cated 1n the prev1ous d1scuss1on, eva]uat1on use‘can be
st1mu1ated by the process of eva]uat1on (such as dataéco]]ect1on) by
the product of the eva]uat1on (such as a reporf), oz/by some comblnat1on

,of. the two. Let S def1ne these terms a b1t more narrow]y

N Sty / SN

Bv eva]uat1on process we mean the ways in wh1ch the eva]uat1on L.

-~

is conducted for. examp]e, the 1nv01vement of se}ected nnd1v1dua15 as s

1nformants or 1nterv1ewees, the forma1 and 1nforTa1 1nteract1ons between

the eva1uator and the users dur1ng the studxs_tﬁh_daIa_cnllection_pzoceduresa-—

R4

The eva]uat1on process can‘affect a project simp1y by v1rtue of the
it ] <

T~

fact that 1f1s;ocCurr1ng and 1s‘thereby 1nvo1J1ng project personne] F n:;“"“

\

examp]e, contacts between the eva]uator and/the staff are a naturaT part




examp]e, the proJect d1rector, 1n superv1s1ng data co]]ect1on for the
'evaluat1or, may develop a c?oser work1ng relationship w1th the proaect
staff. Th1s enhanced rapport resu]ts from the eva]uat1on process 1tse1f

‘whatever the ultimate f1nd1ngs of the evaTuat1on

sy eva]uat1on product we mean the organ1zed body of f1nd1ngs data, /

' Pecommendat10ns, and other 1nformat1on prov1ded at’ appropr1ate points ©
1dur1ng the*eva]uat1on The evaiuat1on product 1nc1udes,_of course, the

f1na1 evaluation report but it may also 1nc1ude 1nter1m reports, f1nd1ngs,

"and recommendations. -

The eva]uat1on product can affect a pro;ect fhrough people S expecta-.
taons of “the f1nd1ngs For examp!e, a teacher may change course content
or teach1ng methodo]ogy on the’ bas1s of preximinary eva]uat1on f1nd1ngs
abOut student ach1evement /ﬁsianother examp]e of the effect of eva1uation

,wproducts, a c1tizen s advisory group may demand that certain prOJect
changes be made after hear1ng some of the eCé?Eaiaé 's recommendat1ons

Let sch back now" to the case examp]es 1ntroduced ear]ier and

: exam1ne ‘the® range of possib]e users and uses. ;5; : _'f R S Lo

- , - ;
. The: schoo] distr1ct b111ngua1 director may be concerned about
~“the-negative attitudes-of ‘other: teachers (1 e., those outside
the bilingual project) toward-the_ project. . These outside - e
teachers -constitute one possible group of: users~w~The director_e_f
“intends that favorable evaluation: 1nformation instill more. .
positive: teacher attitudes . toward bilingual education (concep- '_'
: | tual use).  Thé director may believe that the evaluation ;’f-“>‘~
a _ indicates a .need to-convince' the ‘superintendent and the’ schoo] :
| board (another ‘group of - potentia] users):that the bilingual. - |’
oL . ‘program-should be: expanded... Such ‘an: ‘expansion:would, constitute N
. _an-example of ‘action use, preceded by;conceptua1 use (convincing i
~ v the board ‘that- expans1on 1s necessery): S , _ -




The director of nursing educat1on may find ‘that the evalua~
tion results show that the staff lacks the skills necessary
for developing’ sound, valid competency tests. The staff,
then, is a potential User of evaluation. The director’

decides to -dinstitute-some staff training (an action’ use)
.| " The director-also uses the evaluation findings to make - :
- recommendations to the board of directors (another group .
of -potential users) about updating nursing education .
courses. * This constitutes an example of conceptua} use. o,
The actual- updat1ng of the courses wou]o const1tute act1on B I
‘use. e : _ SR o)

( .
!

iy ! -

-The bank"vprogect adm1n1strator‘may discover . through the.. S,
evaiuation that some branch managers have not kept.up W1oh B
recent ‘technological. advances so|that they cannot take:full — . o

- advantage -of the-training program.. This administrator, . S B
‘'using the evaluation data, des1gn a briefrefresher course
for these managers (act1on use): . In additions; the evalua-
tion results identify managers who ‘appear to be extreme]y B

.khow]edgeab]e and competent. . The administrator yses this -

‘ information to come up with some po]icy recommendations

a5 .. - .for staff promot1on and advancemenf (ccnceptua] use). E

i

. l H

) . The 1nfantry d1v;s1on proaect d1rector, after exam1n1ng -
+ .. | the evaluation results; may find that not all battle oroups

| in his division are. equa]]y combat-ready. He uses- the

. | “information”to. draft recommendations' to his’ superiors: for
o further training (conceptual use). He further ‘uses the ﬁ’;:

‘ 1 evaluation -information to make additﬁona] recommendations -
_regarding the role of senior NCOs_in the training process.  «{ -
In this instance, conceptual use of evaluation was the i - "'} =
intended, desired use. 'To the extentthat his recommendat1ons o
are 1mp1emented the eva1uation also resu]ts 1n act1on use.\_*w

; The corporate sa]es project administrator 1ntends that -the" - 1.~
eyaluation data be used to design subsequent training for 3,7\ .
staff. (conceptua] use). However, when the data are actua]]y N
‘received, ‘an immediate need for additional: staff .in one’ reg1on,W;;

ecomes -apparent. . The administrator makes: the decision to " -} -
transTer staff (an action use,ithough previOust unp]anned) o

Oraaniz1<g¥for Eva]uation Use' An Overview

Ce
B A
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-any given evaTuatioh, there‘is genera11y
»
’of a proJect administrator; that,

) Ne"a1ready‘know that, withi
one 1nd1v1dua1 who fu1f111s the fun

o0 \.
t here are two poss1b1e uses =- act10n/ﬁnd conceptua] -- toward which the

-

eva1uat1on is aimed; and that there are & mu1t1tude of poss1b1e users of

PR

“eva]ua+1on 1nformat1on.‘ And we've a]ready shared our be11ef that a maJorj
_ respons1o111ty/of the person\\dent1f1ed as prOJect adm1n1strator is to

promote the use of eva]uat1on ™ So what: can the adm1n1strator do to organ1ze

- \

h° eva]uat1on in such a manner that 1ts potent1a1 for use is enhanced?

’The’key to understanding the r )le of the’ adm1nistrator in structur1ng

o

the eva]uat1on process is to apprec1a\e the comp]ex array of c1rcumstances i
that surround an evaluat1on Within each eva]uat1Qn situatuon there are a
,?mu1t1p11c|ty .of factors wh1ch can have an effect on eva1uat1on use. *A

\-factor, then, 1s“any character1st1c or e]ement present in-a. given- situation.
e "
*rwh1ch can affect the- 0utcom= of that s1tuat1on. when an\adm1n1strator is
. )
cogn1zant of these factors, and when he or she act1ve1y structures thej

{D

eva]uatvon to> take max1mum advantage of those factors known to favor eva1ua-

4, -~

\

\\t1on use then the potent1a1 for eva]uatlon use 1s enhanced

- o

2 v .

RS

Let s Iook a- b1t ‘more- c103e1y at:this not1on of factors wh1ch can be '

div1ded 1nto three categor1es. human factors context factors, and eva]uat1on

factors _ - IR o <
Q NN o o?‘ s
The f1rst oateqory, human factors ~inc1udes the characte“ist1cs of -

the eva]uator,eof the peop]e connected w1th the project

and of any other

B

be1ng, has an

potent1a1 users, nFor examp]e, the eva]uator. as a human;

I .

1nd1vidua1 set of persona1 character1st1cs, 1ikes, and d1sT1kes. Each of ”




. N . . o
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human beings involved in the eValuation Similarly, the persona] charac- |

B

;ter1st1cs and preferences of the users interact with those of the eva]uator
,,w1th1n the eva]uat1on sett1ng Among che many human factors that ‘can g»wa T

. 1nf1uence evaluatnon use are peop]e s att1tudes toward eva1uat1on, toward

]

aQ

the evaluator, and toward the proaect and the eva]uator s rapport w1th

o : . Q

(2

‘the various user groups ‘

The second category, context factors, reflects the spec1f1c context

Py “7

in which the eva]uat1on is conducted Ircluded here are such e1ements as é;_

(

f]SC&] constra1nts on the eva]uat1on, the 1ength of program operat1on, and

the soc1a1/po]1t1ca1 c11mate surround1ng the proaect
o . . . Pl

. -

P A

The th1rd category, eva?uac1on factors, 1nvo]ves the evaluat1on itself.

| Inc]uded here are such elements as the eva]uat1on procedures used the’
'k1nds of 1nformat1on co]]ected and the way in which the 1nformation is

reported o 1 .h:p o B . w

We can 111ustrate each of the three categor1es of factors fron our

case- study examples R

NE

In’ theASChoo1 distr1ct, the project d1rector ident1f1es,_ , .
specific issues for the evaluation to- address.” On the ~ o
basis of this input, the evaluator. des1gns procedures :

~to gather the data needed to address these issues. This..
factor, ‘termed "eva]uation procedures,?'be1ongs to the R
th1rd group of factors. N i e e e

B I T SRR

| In the medica] center, the director of nurs1ng education R

o ~{ sensés a- defensive attitude on the part of- the. aursing.. |

o educators with: respect. to-the forthcoming evaluation '

| This attitude reflects the Tactor. termed "attit:de -
“toward' eva]uation", which be]ongs to the\first group




J In the bank, the limited fiscal resources for the evalua-
" | tion lead the project. administrator to concentrate on the -
information needs of the branch managers to the exclusjon
of othar staff. This targeting of funds and energy %¢
refiects a contextua] fector,. "fiscal constraints”. é‘"

In the 1nfantry division, the project director recognizes'
that battle group commanders need to have a fair amount
of tactical authority in‘order to use the evaluation
information. - This factor, “unit- lnvei autonomy," belongs
-to the second category R -

In the corporation, the proaect administrator teils the
evaluator that the chief executive officer prefers reports
‘that have a lot of :graphics but relatively little text.
- Two factors are ‘irivalved here: Muser 1nformation-pro- .
cessing preferences," from the first category, and "format
| of report," from the third category - ‘

o~ . . . a

Chapter lII of this Guide inciudes a fuii description -of all the
?1ndividua1 factors in each of the three categories For the present, 1t
) is sufficient that you recognize the variety of factors likeiy to be | _
:present w1thin your own eva]uation situation We have identified each of ‘f
. these factors ‘on the basis of our own research efforts and our synthesis

i*of the 1iterature on eva]uation use. | The'literature‘synthesis appears ]n 7;

-f"Appendix A.

. .‘d Nhen you organize for eva]uation use, you wi]] need to examine ciose.
:u‘your reiationship to each ov the factors present in ycur eva]uation situation
f}As an\adminustrator, ycu can exert a certain amount of infiuence over how .
‘”;fthese factors are iikeiy to affect the process and the outcome of the eva]ua-
tion Just how much influence you can exert may vavy w1th each factor and

| cw1th each individua] situation you encounter during the course of the

r;; TSR

'iuevaiuation




- users be11eve in the eva]uator S competence and in the accuracy of the

1nformat1on he/she reports back to them Nhat can an adm1n1strator do

&

_cu_toclncreasamthe—evaJuator~s~eredab}11t'°f

| One step ‘that can’ be taken is to c1rcu1ate to the potent1a1 users a
summary of the eva]uator s profesS1ona1 accomp11shments, 1nc1ud1ng perhaps '
samp]es of ev“1uat1on reports he/she has done. Another poss1b1e step is '
to hold an>1n1t1a1 meet1ng w1th the eva1uator and the potentia] users S0 .‘"’

» that they can get to know one another better before the eva]uat1on actua]]y f‘
beg1ns A th1rd poss1b1e act1on is to have past users of the eva1uator 's L
serv1ces commun1cate with. the new. c11ent~usensg\\1hd3 there are. several
th1ngs an adm1n1strator can do to exert a pos1tive 1nf1uence on users'

‘perceptions of the eva]uator'c cred1b111ty o | T --kﬁ-

T~ It 1s 1mportant to recogn1ze, however, that some factors are S1mp1y not
’ amenab]e to attempts at posit1ve 1nf1uence.. For examp]e, an adm1n1strator |
can do: 11tt1e or noth1ng to change any externa] requ1rements 1mposed upon yu.
the evaluat1on by a funding agency ’ '}/5 R :f:

‘ . , _ SR .
Nonethe]ess you shou]d not be too ready to conc]ude that there 1s

nothing you can do to 1nf1uence a. factor and thus 1ncrfase the 11ke11hood

that the eva]uation w111 be used Rather, you must try to think creat1ve1yi

‘3fm1n1st
\mt%th int




£
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administrator can exert over a given factor, and the ways in which an

eva]uétign can be organized to take édvantage of a'giVen'factorFs

potential positive effect on evaluatiom use.

\
'

oy




- CHAPTER 1II | /
FACTORS AFFECTING EVALUATION uss o

In Chapter Il we described evaTuation use and brienyimentwoned some
“of the factors affecting use. whiTe Chapter 11 was primariTy clncerned
with providing\\ackgrqund to. help you decide who wiTT use the vaTuation
and how they might use it, this chapter wi]T he1p you with the next
decisions you must make. which factors are TikeTy to affect use in your
'project evaTuation? and what can you do to make that effect Pe sitive’
There are three categories of factors you shoqu consideL

o

_First, human factors This category inc1udes user nd eva1uator ’

characteristics whicn might have an effect on use. " o -/

,Second context factors This category ref1ects t?e setting of
the’ proJect being evaTuated incTuding organizatioEaT and |

”programmatic arrangements, and sociaT and po]itic cTimate.

Third evaluation factors' This category refers 70 the conduct
*'of the. actua1 eva]uation, including its procedures the informa@

tion it coTTect ,_and how that fhformation is re7orted

Nature of Factor InfTuence\if :

Y

The factors discussed here were identified from ourlsynthesis of the




In this chapter we will describe the factors more fu]]y, ta]k about
the effect they may have on use, and offer broad organizing tactics that

you.can use to create an atmosphere which will encourage use. Chapter Iv

| prov1des 1nformation on more specific ‘tactics you may adOpt or adapt to
promote actua] use.

| Ne d 1ike you to keep one important consideration in m1nd as you
read the factor descriptions. Many of the factors in ‘a given category

_ are highiy re]ated and interact with each other. In the human category,
-for instance, the ro]e an eva]uator—se1ects*beans_on how users react to;_

him. In the context category, an eva]uation s contractua] requirements o

, may determine the extent to which a project can raise its own eva]uation‘

—

questions and suggest ways to answer them. In the evaiuation category,
the frequency with which potentia1 users get good information can affect
their tendency—to find such information re1evant and appropriate., |
i ‘In addition a factor in one category may be associated with and :_ge
'affect a factor in another category. For exampTe, a factor in the humanrl.
"category, such as the eva]uator s po]iticai understanding of the projectf[
'(human category) is associated with the kinds of. information routine]y |
- used in a proJect (context category) Moreover, the evaiuator s pcli-jf‘
"tica1 understanding and- his appreciation of information routines wii]
. have 2 bearing on his approach to factors in the eva]uation category.-’
o Depending on how these human conte;t_zuﬁf5551uation factors worh

together, their combined effect on use may be positive or negative (or

. neutra] of c0urse) For examp]e, a po]itica]]y sensitive eva]uator who

:,‘is aware of users routines wa11 be more likely to emp]oy procedures




“that are appnopriateltgfthe,job.at hand and thus to'provide information
with potentialtfor.use. | |

App1ication to Your Setting o o ;r

Some of these factors are positively reiated to use in most project
settings.- Others depend on the nature of the particu1ar evaluation set-
ting. One of your concerns in organizing an evaluation is to decide the
current status of vour project with respect to the various factors and to

consider ways to modify that status in order to assure a greater 11ke-

‘1ihood of evaiuation use.

1

The descriptiuns of the iidiVidua1 factors wi11~give~you ~a- basis—for__
i comparing your setting with a given factor description. hhat the de-
’scription says about)the factor s re1evance‘to use ..and how your set*ing

-compares with. the description wi11 he1p you decide where and how your

inf1u°nce may be needed.~ - o . ;h.- S %

% - : = ’ s

X
For example, you may decide that there are some eva1uator and user g

: character#stics you must modify in order to promote use. Ncw, because of

" your administrative role in. the project,-you may readily see ways of in-;

'fiuencing most users (especia11y those in your own project)'but have some

reticence about the extent of infiuence you might have on the_eva1uator.,

‘_But remember, you are not trying to“inf1uence theﬂfindings of the eva1ua-

- tion. Rather, you are trying:_ofact' n‘waysihhat wil15make:the evalua-“iy}



be less”committed to-use; If S0, you may ‘have to work hard with these
1ndiv1duals in organ1zing for eva]uation use. . _

A popu]ar song from another era._ sums_up*a_centna]_notlonﬁoﬁ-organmz-«-
'ing for eva]uation use -- “accentuate the positive; eliminate the nega-,
‘tive." 3 The essage pays off, S0 you might keep it in m1nd as you begin,

_first, with the human factors be]ow.

/”“’/“_‘4\\\\;"_/,//,, HUMAN FACTORS

— ’.%_.“_‘_-__..“ e O

In this categony, there are two c1asses of factors which can poten-
tially affect eva]uation use: ' . oy ," .
Evaluator,Cﬁaractehistics i~ , ;'_ I .

User Characteristics.

. -- INSERT 1 HERE =- -~ .

"i The evaluator characteristics affecting use cons1st of'.‘”
o Conmitment to use of eva]uation resu‘lts R ;/j-";
'w1111ngness to 1nvolve user in the: eva]uation |
T"Choice of ro!e . ’.~ ,_:ﬂ}l‘ B
[fRapport with users i |
| P011t1ca1 sensitivity
B Credibi]ity
’Background and 1dent1ty




i
i

-~ INSERT.2 HERE -~

!
f

The eua]uator s commitment to use can have a strong bear1ng on the-'
extent to which‘results are ac&ua]]y used. The resu]ts referred to here
~can be the resu]ts of data co]1ection and analysis which are reported as
vf1nd1ngs, conc]usions and recommendations. The. fact that they are re--,
;ported to someone does not however, guarantee that they w1|1 be used.'

ABut they are ‘more 1ke1y to be used 1f the eva]uator 1s persona]]y com-

‘ mitted to see1ng his work used by someone. This comm*tnent is seen 1n

Tt R Pt

,the amount of effort -- persona] techn1ca1, artistic, persuasive - he o

.gives to promor1rg the ‘use of this work) Of a11 the eva]uator character-
1st1cs commitment may be the s1ngle most 1mportant determ1nant ot use, =

uhat eva?uators fee] toward and do about assur1ng the use of their '

-
//

e : 5 ~

-_nva1uation says a 10t about how they vien the1r craft. Some eva]uators,

expert though they may be believe . that 1f they do a techn1ca11y sound -
yijob the1r work w111 be used._ Other 1ess expert eva]uators have the same
‘ ”na1ve be11ef St111 others do not care 1f anyone uses the1r work. But :

l

'emost eva]uators want their work to be of practica1 benef1t.:;

A potentia] user S be]ief that eva]uation resu]tsf're'sound‘heIps to




to use evaluation, but at the same time the evaluator does no more than

"pass out "forms" to be completed and send baCk:“data, response:is’apt to’
—-be—+ess—than*enthusiastieT—~0n—the_othen_hand,_ii_xhe_exaluator_solicits_,s,
i potentia1 users for their questions gives them timeiy answers makes

| himseif avai1ab1e to staff members for discussions about progress offers

3 specific suggestions abput how findings can be used and so forth then

he is demonstrating his cbrmntment to use and can expect to generate

greater enthusiasm from potentiai users. - g o _'f ,T."

The research evidence shows that deiiherate eva1uator efforts to
stimu1ate use tend to enhance evaiuation use. These efforts shou1d be
guided by- the interaction of factors in your setting, an 1nteraction -

’ that shou1d guide a11 efforts, yours and the eva1uator s, to stimuiate )

s

use. . . | - ".; f“ ‘(;H R PR
As eva'l uation organize%, one . of your fi rst jobs is to. fi nd out how '
much the evaiuator is committed to use and . what he is wiiiing to do to

he1p promote use.

- IN_SE,!%,":""?{ HERE ~= = .
0ne way to promote u ,is to invoive potentia1 users in the evaiua- _

tion. This means that’potentiai users can he1p to guide, formaiiy or

dnformaiiy, the piinning'and'conduct of the eva1uation as wé\i as its .

as we,d expect 1ess concerned about user -f*‘f




- = /,

invoivement. If you haveothis kind of eva1uator, you shou1d try to get

/
ham to invo1ve the users at the same t1me that you try to- increase his

tqfhir——in“both*cases*‘you—are‘trying"to“tﬁnfthe*evaiumtor—to—take—*“
) , _

a
/

On the other hand, sbme eva1uators strong1y committed to use may not

\_3 : . zs .

more respons1b11ity. f

see user invo1vement as desirabﬂe, even though we d expect the opposite.

Why should this-be so? For o thing, they may be1ieve&xheir sheer

rhetorical or: statistica1 pe suasiveness wi11 assure that their work is i

used. ' ;o

For another, they may//e1ieve it’ is their exciusive professiona1

» responsibi1ity to see that/their work is used. What do you do with this

kind of eva1uator? Firs770f all “you have to be carefu1. You must make

’sure the evaluator stays committed to use. but shares thevresponsibi1ity

-

by . invoiving his usersy / This can be a de1icate situation._ But'uniess it
.// ' C
is reso1ved the evaﬂuator s work remains essentia11y a mono1ogue. And

such a mono1ogue often qoes unheeded.
7 ‘ v v
To extend this/ana1ogy. a user may be seen as an audience -or part of

an audience. and an eva1uator as a performer. Some performers are con-‘

\

- tent if the audience buys a ticket is reasonabiy po]ite, and c1ears the

/ EE
ha11 quick1y. At best this kind of performance evokes on1y a passive

audience respdhse.,_”37»c*-v,,_;

e




they represent, the political ahdisociaT”att1tudes they bring to the

haTT, and s¢ forth. This k1nd of performer emphasizes auuienc partici-
|

'qat1on -- via empathy, 1dent1f1cat1on, prompting -- 1n the performance.

LA

The pr1ncipa1 eTement 15 a sharing between Hartners in the performance.

The primary intention is to "read" the aUd1ence and to g1ve them some-
th1ng that they can use as they refTect on the performance, re11ve and

share it with others, perhaps appTy the experience 1n some aspect of

their lives. o N 'f'iff B
N : v . .
‘ He subscgjbe to the 1dea of an 1nteract1ve evaTuator-audience reTa-/
d
tionsh1p, a re1at1onsh1p that demands 1nvoTvement and d1a109ue growing

7 ;
from a shared exper1ence, a reTat1onsh1p that stresses partnersh1p‘}o

/
/

Some evaTuators, though certa1nTy not aTT, share our v1ew// They

e

vpromote evaTuation reTevance and use.»ijjﬁ

}stress partnersh1p, 1nvoTvement, and d1a109ue 1n the 1nterest/of evaTua-
‘_tion use. If you have or can. f1nd such an. eveTuator, your sk of organ-
izing for evaluation use wiTT be that much eas1er. -/ 5
: /o

.Some evaTuators, perhaps unw1tt1ngTy, take the mopoTogue approach to

-~

' the1r work. They often seem to be ta1k1ng to them/71ves Or, at. best to

N eanother evaTuator or researcher.v,' : «i,v

T e , »
Other evaTuators deT1berateTy avo1d audience 1nvoTvement. This

: avo1dancexmay stem from the profess1ona11sm /dust ment1oned the ten- '

-dency to see the aud1ence as na1ve amateuns uho are 1ncapab1e of under-~v

e

stand1ng the sutheties of evaTuat1on.‘ Or'1t,may stem from the conv1c- j




‘wili threaten the evaluation's "externai obJect1v1ty." These evaluators

\

may themselves. believe that if users heip in- structuring their own

'

eva]uation *the resuits are necessariiy suspect.

Uiy

Our purpose here is to p01nt out that an evaluator‘s 5e1iefs about

the deSirabiiity of user 1hvolvement depend on several considerations.

-

And the' causes of an eva]uator s apprehensions about user involvement
. R pe
should determine your course of action. we have aiﬁeady mentioned some

p0551b1e'causes:’ iack of commitment to use; belief in the magical power
of evaluation to persuade and so to be used; notions about _'

professionaiism. L

i —
Now, what are your o tions for overcomin —these various kinds of
o y pt g =YETTous. kin

reservations’ In the rase of the “uncommitted evaiuator " you- can~§
. & :

explain what kinds of questions you have, what'your information needs -
are “and how and by whom the evaiuation wiil be used. (You'should do'
- %his regardiess of ‘the’ kind of evaiuator you have. ) You can point out

/
that potentia] users wiii probabiy take their‘cue from the evaiuator.

4

That is if he were to ask a. potentiai user how the eva]uation can heip, X

«—

N he might hear something 1ike* “Talk to me’ about what my questions are

and what information 1 need to answer them. Get that to me when I need

it, anq I 11 try to pu; it°to use.” o ,‘_fe fdl. p*,\fff;f“f

/» In the case: of the magician-evaiuator,_ you can point out_that for ,;

: some peopie statistics'may Jump out from the page fu11 of meaning and




used. 'Ydurcan\aiso,point?qut that-the users need to be similarly

_.invnlvpd. i

These suggest.ons grow from one of the 1mportant findings to emerge
from research on the tOpTC' namely; that eva]uation use 1s enhanced 1f

¥

the evaiuator act1ve1y invg)ves potential users in his wod

> And this
1nv01vement requires, at the very Teast a diaTogue about the evaTuation
°process and about how this process and the information it qenerates,
can “be made usefuT.‘ '

1

f

E Y

[

= INSERT 4 HERE --

The roTe that the evaiuator chooses out of severa1 possibTe roTes,
has an important bearing on the extent to which his work is used., His :
.. choice of a particuiar roTe wi]T tell potentiaT users a Tot about his
- attitude toward his profession, toward the project, toward the peop]e in
it, and-toward the peopie who exercise authority over it. Lo
The evaTuator 3 choice of roTe is c10se1y reTated to the two factors
Just,discussed commitment to use and wiTTingness to invoTve users in |

"the‘evaiuation. Indeed, both these characteristics can be viewed as -
e1ements or aspects of an evaludtor's seTf-defined roie. ;

'h.

There are many possibIe evaiuator roTes. One is that of ‘the neu- L

trai, detached and possibiy aToef arbiter. whiie the evaiutor may

i

- choose this roie in tﬁe interest of providing an impartia] evaTuat1on, '

‘e

| users may get a very different impression. In its most extreme form, :

i this roTe evokes the image of the “hanging judge, iwho does not consider

W e s L ._/
?zdextenuating circumstan s in in his ruiings.‘, ?' "




Another common ro]e is that of dedicated research scientist. - The
~—~eva1uator choosing th1s role: is *nterested in running an exper1ment "
imposing a r1gorous des1gn, and “esting hypotheses rather than answer1ng

proqect quest1ons and meeting decis1on needs. . .. ' ﬁ

L ~

Yet another ro]e -is that of pro;ect advocate. The. eva]uator who

chooses th1s ro]e acts a]most as a member of the project staff. He g1ves

o

+ the 1mpression that he wil] report nothing negative, for fear of offend- '
ing, or hurt1ng the proaect or of not be1ng rehired.“ Perhaps he wi]]
not even make concrete suggestions about ways to 1mprove the project. :

Perhaps the ideal eva]uator ro]e is that of the co]1eagLe who at the

same time is w111ing to be cOnstruct1ve1y critica] who wil] vork with -

| the prOJect staff to raise questions about the project, co]]ect informa-

.tion, and analyze it in order to make honest and he]pfu] recommendations

about project pract1ces. This ro]e stresses evaluator-user co11abora- L

! -‘t'EOHQ v

»

Other eva]uator ro]es may exdﬂ?. But a]most a]] the studies dea1ing

with this factor agree that: the last-mentioned ro]e is most conducive to
: A ; L. R L

eva1uation use, 4{2 . ’:'1' f}_', Lo T ilﬁ"f¥f~_“"..

That evaluators can adopt different re’ es ard have different atti-"

~

tudes toward those ro]es is a fact that has 1mp]ications for you as you

[P

| 'organize the eva]uation. when you ta‘k with the eva]uator about h1s

¢J

’ orientatioh to use and user fnvo]vement, you shou1d alsoldiscuss the ro]e

&

he wil. play and the desirabi]ity'hf hla adopting a ro]e that emphasized 'f

eva]uator-user interact1on and co]]ahoration. . \irﬁ‘z-?

L




T CINSERT S HERE - .,
The eva1uator s ab111ty to generate rapport with uiers depends on .. .
the degree of harmony, trust and agreement that exists between then.

. Good- rapport between eva1uator and users is marked by a sympathetic rela-

tionshfp.

i

7 Rapport and 1ts e]ements of harmony and trust can grow ouc of the
eva1uator s professiona1 or personaT approach »0 his craft, or both. The B

professionaI aspects bearing on rapport 1nc1ude the eva]uator s showing

' \

concern for the needs of the project making an effort to adopt pro- ot
: cedures appropriate to the project setting, and mahing sure that uver ES

vieWpofnts are 1nv1ted and 1nc1uded in the eva1uatfon.»:fi';f~f: 77,;;}f_;}
. The persona] and 1nterpersona1 aspects bearfng on rapport ‘can take ﬂ?;*

severa1 forms. For examp1e rapport 1s advanced by the evaTuator S

ab111ty to demoastrate expertise without appearfng a1oof or haughty and

by his accessibf]ity. It 1s not enough that the eva1uator be

(7

, to answer questfons 1nterpret andarecommend. He shou]d be ava11ab1e 1n o

‘f"\ A_'_//,
e




to eStab1ish rapport. s there advice that you can provide to the
evaluator?’ | ‘

-~ INSERT 6 HERE' =~ - °

The potential for use is greatly incre sed if the evaiuator has good'

w_politicaiwsensitivity. At 1east two major e ements are invoived in the
eva1uator s political sensitivity. First he\must understand the various“
asoects of the political context both individual’ and organizationai. VA'
project invo1ves individuais - pe0p1e who differ in beiiefs, attitudes,
openness, power. Further projects have decision making roies and fre-
\quentiy exist within a 1arger organization and are subJect to pressures

_ within that\sphere., Thus, in order to be effective the eva1uator must
understand the roie of various important poiiticai ingredients such as'

§ forma1 and 1nforma1 sources of power, trusted opinion-makers consensus:
versus dominance, the importance of tradition versus receptiveness to the

*

new, and breadth and representativeness of the constituency.i. "”

\

Second the evaiuator must understand that information is on1y one

‘}of the ingredients in the recipe guiding a project.. Decisions_are made '

\ = o
,on other bases. attitudes are formed}intother ways.; Further evaiuation ‘

. provides on1y one particuiar*hindt:f‘ nfo




contributes to use. Part of your organizing work, then, may involve |

- project.

eva]uation ro]e can a]so differ in their wi]iingness to understand and

app]y poiitica] considerations in their work. Nonethe]ess ev1dence sug-

“gests’ that the evaluator's abi]ity to gain and. app]y S“Ch ““de'Sta"d‘"g

+

4

. convincing the eva uator of the importance of po]itica] sensitivity and

7

- he]ping him to g in an understanding of the po]iticai aspects of the

* - INSERT 7 ‘HERE --

If an evaluator is to be credib]e potentia1 users must regard him

‘as competent, honest,aandvreiiabie. Credibility is a ref]ection of the |
~amount of trust’and confidence theievaiuator inspires.,AThis-trust is inf
'part determined by the various technica1 and professiona1 capabi]ities

'the eva]uators brings to the task.. In part a]so eva]uator credibi]ityi

‘\f

.is associated with rapport with persona] approach tc the work to users

and other factors. o - . ‘”~.s ,t[” f:'1$

For examp]e a high]y qua]ified eva]uator may acquire credibi]ity

'v’because of his reputation for or demonstration of technica] competence -4
3=1such as in statist%gs or research methodo]ogy. The technica1 competence

tassociated with content-area expertise is a]so a source of credibi]ity. [

o ;An eva]uator s credibiiitufmay,also be enhanced because of‘his abi]ity to

Jvifj;,sionai reputation;

honfsty.

Or. eva]uators credibi]ity might be enhance byipersonai and




N I .
Evaluktors then, can differ on th /credibiliry they bring t0 an

‘evaluation assignment. But, initial uredibility status is modifiable.

Our prior research. as shown:that, ne;ofmthemmostjstrikingfeaturesof.

evaluator [credibility is the :2yent to which it may be acquired or
enhanced 7uring‘the conduct/o the evaluation.
Thus while an evaluator S credibility is a important consideratiOn

for-th ultimate success/of the evaluation, much can be done during the

courge of the evaluati/n to enhance credibility. And, you can contribute

to-helping the: e/afuator to take actions that will enhance credibility.

» . » / . /. ) o i / S
4 == INSERT 8 HERE.--/ Y'
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Evaluator background and identity refer to characteristics such as
'age,’gender, title or position, and SO forth The literature points out
that such factors, in and of themselves, usual y have a limited influence
on use. Ne believe that it 1s not background nd 1dentity as such but f::,
‘the way u'ers react to these characteristics, hat has a str’ Vpotential

\ . o o . o N . . L RN
,for affecting use: S IR . :,_s‘v:,_-,/’ EE BRI

Several considerations are 1nvolved here. Users may reactsto an oo Bl

‘evaluator in different ways depending on howgh iorzshe’embodies their /117°rfv -




| Gender,"per se, is uniikeiy to have a profound bearing on use,

_ except in certain proJect circumstances. For instance, 1f users are
judging unfamiiiar materia1 .or examining information from a subject area
about which they have 1itt1e knowiedge, they might mask their own back of
understanding and disagreement with findings in the form of stereotypica]
responses. We don t think there is. great frequency or 1ikelihood of such
occurrences but ‘you ought to consider such possibiiities in your own

situations. You may, for exampie, need to prepare users for the informa-

tion they wii] be receiving in order to provide a better context for

understanding so that they wiii not re1y on stereotypic expianations
based on evaiuator gender. (Nhiie there has been no specific evaiuation

N

use research reiated to other kinds of - stereotyping, the same considera-
tions may we11 appiy ) IRREIE, .;.'.77 j.,;@e,.-r- %

& The person eva1uating a project can have various tit1es or hoid -
various designated positions.» evaiuator, researcher, monitor, consu1t-
“ ant, and SO forth. Depending on‘a user s prior experiences with an evai-
uator externa1 consultant etc., the titie or position of a given evaiu-'

ator may bear on how his work is received. Shouid users be predisposed
against a certain tit1e, you may need to present the evaiuator in some

other way.

Again, titie by itseif probabiy has 1itt1e effect on use, except in

such circumstances as those described above for gender. Your primary

' organizing concern in connection uith titie and gender as we11 as



On' the hasis'of, 1qof the above eva1uator factor descriptions. '

there are a few querh ne- you' might keep in mind as you consider how to

organize your eva]uation.

T " THINGS ’TOT_HFIN,K AB'oUT
What are the characteristics ﬂf the eva]uators you have y
worked with in the past, or may be working with now, com-
pared with’ those described above?

4 ]

How do you and your co]]eagues. as: potentiai users, stack up
_in terms of becoming active eva]uation partners?

d How difficu]t do you think it may be for an eva]uator work-
o : ing with you to assume a project-sensitive role?

Hou]d an eva]uator of your proJect have difficu]ty under-
standing the po]itica] situation? - _ )

Nhat eva]uator persona1 characteristics wou]d enhance or
'-detract from- credibi]ity of your project? g

: As you consider these questions. and other relevant questions you o
yourse]f may pose, you may be he]ped by using a sca]e 1ike the fo]]ow-

ving. 0n each factor described above, try to pinpoint wherefan evaiuator

'r;that you have worked with or that you are working with fwouIdeit on the

"'scale. where yOu are dissatisfied wi h a factor fit, consider what you

r:vmight do to improve it.;f“ e

ni]] have no




© == INSERT 9 HERE -- *

The user characteristicskaffecting'eueTuation.use‘consist}of:"
Identity o 2 o Ve T
Interest in the evaiuation

.f COmmitment to use of eva]uation resuits
JProfessionai sty]e(s) s

Information-processing preference(s)

_- INSERT 10 HERE --

Identification of users presents a 1ogica1 startino point for begin—
ning the examination of user characteristics. This factor inciudes a

-1consideration of who are the various users what are their organizationaib
- / ‘ .
positions, and what are their professiona1 experience 1eveis. Let s i

: /- ,
fﬂexamine each of these eiemcnts in turn.
: V4

An evaiuation may often need to be directed towards mu1tip1e users.,

-or. groups of users.

"'lf;t,i>°"»5h°“1d provide the evaiuator with‘

s S »
a ciear picture of who the potentiai users are and»discus how_each mightj




tiona1 positions whiie others w111 have important support functions in

the project. while many of the potentia1 users wi11 be found in51de your

project organization, others might be- iocated in other agencies or even

" the community.” It is up to- you to give the. eva]uator re1evant informa- ’
‘tion on this point to he1p focus his attention._ (In this ha#*book, we

:'wi11 focus primari1y on the users within the project organization\\Q\t'

you wi11 be abte to easi1y extend our comments to other groups of users, )

\
. You shouid a1so consider the professionai experience 1eve1s of.. the

;potentiai users. For exampie, there w111 be differences in 1ength of

" service with the organization, in the nature and 1ength of the training

- that eath of the users might have received and in the amount of time v
they have been engaged in their professions or occupations,' These'difQ :
’ferences have impiications for your evaiuation organizing ‘A person who }
has mastered the responsibiiities of his present position may have a .
'”greater potentia1 for using eva1uation. Converseiy, someone who is "
_.‘devoting an his energy to mastering a new Job may find it difficuit to '

/

o \\ )
' ,devote any time to eva1uation use, especiaiﬁy if such use 1’ﬂnot reiated

"to his norma1 routine or not a part of his repertoire of prior

v experience.a;f




As evaluation organizer, one of your jobs is to'he1p an eva1uator to

understand the characteristics of these potentia1 users. _Knowing who the

users are, how they resemb1e or differ from one another, and where they.
stand on the var1ous factors discussed in this section wi11 help- the
eva1uator in p1anningﬁthe eva1uat10n and deve1op1ng apprOpriate,proce-

i dures'and-strategies.,’
L == ;I}ERT,_H HERE -- © %,

Like user ident1ty, user 1nterest in the eva1uat10n has severa1 com—
ponents v1ews about the project be1ng eva1uated~ expectat1ons for the |
eva1uation pred1spos1t1on towards eva1uat1on perce1ved need for the -
eva1uat1on _and perce1ved r1sks of the eva1uat1on. Each of these\ '

I

1nf1uences the extent of 1nterest potent1a1 users will have in the:

evaﬁuat1on._.

Potent1a1 eva1uat1on users can have d1fferent v1ens about the pro-

Ject be1ng:eva]uated and these views - cons1st1ng of att1tudes toward” f

be11efs in, and expectations about the project -- can';ffect‘the use -

_ potent1a1 of the eva1uat1on.» For examp1e, some users w111 be neutra1

ho1d1ng no: part1cu1ar brief for or aga1nst the project.;; Other potent1a1

.
\\users w111 have f1rm views pro or'con,

S

‘about the project s va1ue even

before the eva1uation takes p1ac

H1t‘xn th1s“1atter group there may be

some 1nd1v1dua1s whose commitment to a‘part1cu1ar iew.is so’stro gﬁthat

they cannot mod1fy 1t reg rd1ess of what th;‘eva1uat1on‘shows.;kThey

n111 ma1nta1n the1r or1g1n s1tion even 1f changi_ re.warranted and

benef1c1a1 to the project'

”Lthersvlay be‘more f1ex1b1e,imore;w11]1ng»toffj




modify their 1n1t‘a1 views on a project in Tight of the evaluation

!

N findingsy

In conzidering the view of the various users, you will need to make R

: a number ¢+ decisions: an_you expect users with initially firm views to

~modify th “iews 1f warr‘nted by. fvaluation findings9 To what extent

P
w111 their originai views of the project affect. their approach to evalu- :

\,

 Users differ in their expectations for the evaiuation -- what they

ation use7

consider—that—the-eva}ugtion wiilxproduce. Inc]uded in -the expectations o
are the specific questions and concerns of the users and the levels of
urgency attached to these.v- ) ‘ ,

Users outside the proJect may be expected to have different ques-

tions and, concerns about the proJect from those who are. part of the pro—'ev

)» =

~ject staff.: And even potential users who work in- the same proJect or .

have similar rqsponsibility within the project may have different ques-"

tifns and concerns about the project. Some potentiar users may be

\

perarily concerned about the efficiency of the project s operations.

ot
/.

having. Still others may have questions about both areas.r In addition,

ers may focus primarily on tne kinds of effects the project is

the questions and concerns that an uninformed evaluator reqards as re]e—,‘.

vant may differ from those viewed as relevant by users famiiiar with the

project.f Eariy discussion.of the range of'possibie questions and

concerns, along with a frank airing of differences o: the_e point5, may

prevent later misunderstandings and create an atmosphere'conducive to

-

- use.-




\

3 Users nay attach different kinds and degrees of urgency to their
questions and concerns. For some users, urgency involves the press of
time they want information quickly. For other users, urgency may refer‘
to the gravity or importance of the situat%on they believe that urless
a specific questfon’l; answered and answered fully they cannot fulfill
their responsibilities. . » |

Expectations may, be viewed by users in other ways. fFor.eXample,
.some users may want to know how well they are doing their jobs. Others
~may want the evaluation to yield concrete recommendations they can apply‘
~ to their present practices. Still others may expect that the evaluation h
will merely give the seal of approval to present project activitie : The'
expectations of others may be . vague, they only want the evaluation to . _
encroach as little as possible on their time. In general .if eva}uations

do not match potential users expectations. they are not likely to make

——
\

use of them.-- o o ; o ‘.H 5_ I o ".i/ \
- These differences in expectations are to be expected. Like'other .

differences among users they have ramifications for your organizing

efforts. For' example, if the evaluation entails only a fen questions,

T

the fact that they areva‘ll urgent need not create a problem. “The

i'evaluator, with your guidance may be able to distribute his'talent and

) \energies among them.~ But many urgent questions especially if they are
spread acrog‘kseveral different kinds of potential users may create a
dilemma for you" and the evaluator. And if it creates a dilemma for you

_ and the evalua/or, it is likely to create a dilenma for other users as’

well uho expect information matching the urgency they attach to the

question.~; e




CIF i seems'impossible'to,respond equally to~a11 urgent questions,' |
you mey hz=: to consider red ing_their-number,'perhaps b&‘co]]apsingwand'”
oo Lining some by eiiminafg some, at least for the preseént time.
nxzther w astions are reduced in number or not, they can‘atIIeast -
oe prior.t.eau. ;@\_ T - o qu
| In short, the eva1uaior will ‘need to have a c1ear sense of tre range
" of expectations. You:may have to work actively with both the evaluator
and the other}users to clarify these'expectations'-emphasizing.some while
downp]aying others. In short you can_ set tﬁzstone for what the various
users wi]l expect from the eva1uator - modifying some views in the
: process - and he1p the- eva1uator to better understand what exists. “?‘~1

Just as users can differ in their expectations SO they can differ

in the p_edisposition ~= the inc1ination or tendency for or against -

‘_ that they bring to the evaluation. legative-predispositions wi]T
. undoubtedlv inhibit.use potentia1 thus, it is important to be aware of
and attend to these predispositions. Likewise the eva1uator will want \h
to be aware of and capita]ize on positive predispositions. : .
‘ For examp]e you will have to try. to modify the position of those

"potentia1 users who are disposed against eva]uation.. You may be helped :
in your efforts with {pbse negative1y disposed touardsyeva]uation by
finding out the reasons for this attitude.. Some users may think that*an
:eva1uation IOoks on1y for fau1ts.l Others may have been hurt in some. way ‘j;

by a previous eva1uation. "Others may think they wi11tbeiasked to devote B

"1arge chunks of their va1uab1e time to the eva]uation'




In the case of users who are favorabiy 1nclined toward evaiuation in

genera1 you must make sureé that the particuiar eva1uation is carr1ed out -
in such a way as not to damage that inc11nation. B
 The use potent1a1 of an eva1uat10n will be 1ncreased if users see a

perceived need -for> the evaiuation to be conducted. Thus userS'may-fee1\

“that the eva1uation wiii he]p them to find out how we11 the project is'

doing and how they can improxe*@heir performance in and contributions to

_.the. project. Such users are. iike1ywto makeeuseeof the_evaluation.
On the other hand, some users may see 1itt1e or no need for an evai-_
'uation. They may think it is too soon in the 1ife of . the given project
for evalcucion, that the project shou1d be aiiowed to deve]op more before'»“
it is conducted._ Or they may think it is aiways too soon, that the moneytin
" and time couid be put to better use in ‘other activities.
\‘ - Again, differences in perceived need for the eva1uation can 1ead to m:
Y diffe;gnt use potentiais. The kind of suggestions just offered with
respect to predisposition may a]so be helpfui in considering ways of '
improving prospects for use re1ated to the perceived needs of users.

Just as users can differ on their views of the perceived need for

the evaiuation, S0 they can differ on the p_rceived risks they associate

with the eva1uation. Indeed the two are re1ated., For exampie,\some
users may fear that negativd\findings can threaten their jobs or chances o

for promotion.- Others may fear that evaiuation recommendations wiii 1ead§

. /"\

to broad and sweeping changes that wi\ . ncrease their workioad. Sti!i

others may fear comparison with their peers._'“

Perceived risk can infiuence the extent to which peop1e are ]ikeiy

to use the evaiuation._ Given its possib1e effect on use, your organizing;;




efforts shodid address. the ouestion of risk.. One of the first things you

might do is to consider whether you yourself associate any risks with, the

'3

eva]uation._ If you do fee] a sense of risk and if you somehow convey o
that sense to other users, there is a good chance, for reasons mentionéd
eariier, that they will a]so fee] threatened Convenseiy, if you proaect

.the attitude any possibie risk is offset by potentia] benefits, they w111

take, this Cue From you. L P_-fl S _;';‘ L ‘v§§':

The percéived risk may be overstated. It may be uniikeiy that the .

'evaiuation, in -and of itse]f wi]] resu]t in the kinds of profound

)

'“changes that peopie fear. PErhaps all you have to do is take appropriate

‘o

.steps to make sure that possible fears are not rea]ized.. For example,
yeu- should not aﬂ]ow the evaiuation to provide on]y a one-time, end-of-
project report even if you expect positive resuits.. One important |
contribution of evaiuation is to pinpoint troubie spots as they emerge,

’ before they become SO severe they cannot beidegit with.‘ If the users are :

aware of this evaiuation—focus _their anxieties can be minimized. ;7'

o

On the other hand an eva]uation may entai] some'reai risks. for"
instance, the: possibi]ity that the pnoject wi]] not be refunded. Hhere
Q T

Lsuch risks exist you shou]d apknowiedge them and discuss the possibie

v‘”range of outcome ‘ And you shou]d again “accentuate the positive

;'examining the options that face\you.,\F.'fj?A»,’» o ip Cos

e

B w0 ~ L] . . = -
© - ~ . (G TN co. . = . M ‘
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- He aiready pointed out that*evaiuators commitment to use is one of

..vthe sing]e most 1mportant factors affecting use and it isn t surprising ,7




that the same holds true with respect to users.. No matter‘how much the

eva]uator is committed to use, if that same commitment is not shared by

'intended users. then the potentia] for use diminishes sharp1y. This
'notion harks back to the metaphor of evaluator and user participating in

the same performance.,

i 3

C]eariy, ve be]ieve that,the stronger the interest in the evaiua-

tion the greater the 1ike1ihood that users wii‘ be committed to using

U_the resu]ts or benefitting from the process.A ‘hus, perhaps the ‘best way

} in promoting tommitment to use as part of your organizing work.

%o increase commitment s to. assure that,

'ment from those who ho]d titu]ar power an‘\\

~ tees *hat evaluation wi]i actua]]y be used.:”

e eva]uation is conducted in a -

t‘way that addresses expected issues by you minimizing risks and the -

1ike.ﬂ In some instances. however, there ay be other things you can do

; Potentia] users are more apt to become actua] users if key decision-i'

makers add important othe!p visib]y show their support for and active

'_commitment to use. Thus 1t is particu]aniy important to obtain commit-

thority or who occupy a’

| trusted ppsition within the user group (with or. without forma] authority)‘
7or who are known for taking the initiative, assuming reSponsibiiity,~ '
- making things happen. The tangibie commitment of key users has been N

' shown to stimu]ate the potentia] for dée, though it by no means guauan-

Let S geturn to the metaphor of evaiuator as performer. Assume that"

"the evaiuator has deve]dped a rapport and active involvement with most of'l

P
Lo



mance, who may‘even:beIittle the-evaluator and his workl If these l'hoid
outs" are key personne1 whom others trust and respect they may have a
dampening effect on the whole aﬁdience. Others in 1esser positions may
_take their cues from the kev personne1 and adopt a similar attitude, out
of fear, out of a belief that the hoider of the negative viewpoint is |
smarter than they are, or out of a desire to maintain harmony. Whatever“
the reasons, their own enthusiasm and commitment wi11 be b1unted

Therefore as jOU consider how to organize the evaiuation, you
'shouid give prominent attention to the question of how to commit key
personne1 to use. You shou1d start by exerting your own inf1uence on.

this potentia11y va1uab1e group of key peopie._<, E

Where there is no commitment to use and where suggestions such as
the above do not pay off then you may need to consider whether it is
worth doing the eva1uation._~lf you have the authority, you should
perhaps postpone the evaIuation unti1 such time as you can e11cit some
commitment to use. ! o j . .‘M'f}n"

gy
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ProfessionaI style of users - the skilIs and attributeS‘associated,f.f




administrators who are potential users, may be perpetua] procrastinators~

or otherwise unab]e to get tasks finished Too much of this behavior may
have a negative effect on the use potentia] you are trying to build.

Similarly, other users differ 4n their ability’ to organize their v

itime to promote use. - If eva]uation use, as defined here, is a. new re-

sponsibility. for .some, you shouid ask your more experienced co]]eagues
how—they~p1an—to orgaa}ze—theixLiﬁme_so_thatsevaluation_useHQets'atten-
tion. Their plans can then be shared with others. You wi]] need to ,
fo]]ow through to he]p co]]eague users in fo]]owing through., |

whiie user initiative is in some ways part of administrative and

: organizationa1 skii]s, we view it as sufficient]y important and different i

to consider separateiy. Initiative inciudes the abi]ity to take the

first step, to grasp and deve]op a new idea or method. Hhi]e a]ways a

,desirabie attribute, this abi]ity takes on an added va]ue as regards

_use.' If the eva]uator is active]y promoting use in a. particu]ar proJect,;,

i

then user initiative 1s a welcome comp]ement. Whenever evaiuator

f great importance. j;

promotion of use is 1ess than adequate, project 1eve. initiative assumes n,'

R

Users openness to nen ideas or change can have a strong effect on

, evaiuation use. How users stand with respect to any new idea or change-

may determine their stance toward eva]uation in particuiar.’ For in- Q*'””
N i
stance, some users may c]ing to tradition and may resist innovation and,s

fchange. 0thers may eager]y seek -= or at 1east accept and apply -- the

‘experience.f,

new and different.' Others may take some postion betweenjfhese two -

".extremes withho]ding judgment unti] they can make a decision based on

\_ s
9
e

|




Evaluation may be part of the professiona1 repertoire of some
users. For others it may be something new: and different. within this
1atter group, some may weicome ‘the new experience, others may activeiy
resist 1t; others may adopt a “wait and see“ attitude., Again discus-
sions 11v01v1ng the eva]uator you and other potential users wi11 be
important here. As the eva1uator and the‘various users get a sense of .
_any differences that exist, the ground is being prepared for evaiuation .
— use‘ep«,ﬂﬁﬂuﬂwM;Mwewwwwnvﬂ ' ' - o |
The organizing tactics previous1y outiined can pay off here, givirg
potentiai users an orientation to evaiﬁation c1arifying the nature of |
// eva1uator-user reiationships, discussing risksrfrank1y, and en1isting thé’
aid of peer-a111es may a11 he1p to 1ncrease tre 1ikelihood of eva1uation ;

use. . - ‘ S o j R -

B
-- INSERT 14 HERE -- .

Information processing preference refers, first, to a user s

i
!

preference for particu1ar forms of 1nformation. One user may fee] his

questions are best answered by very fine-grained information whiie -”

': another may want a broader sweep.'nnithin these 1arge'differences, some g

discuss.pre efév 3

so forth'




Second, users can differ on how they process information..'Some

groups may be.used to receiving repbrts which‘they can study'in private. .
Gthers may be diSposed to information which is’ first presented oraliy and‘
then summarized in written form. Other users: may prefer that an x
individual representing their group first receives the informat*on and -
then- shares it with colleagues.' _‘ ‘, |
In short, users may differ markediy in their Preferences regarding o
-»~the~form»that—information takes and. the way in which it is transmitted.f_;__

_And research shous that uniess the evaluation recognizes and bui1ds on. ;fv*'

,these preferences and routir the Juse potential may be hampered.i

~ You can organize for this factor by setting up opportunities for the
evaluator, you, and other uSers to discuss styies and preferences and tokl‘
,develop consensus.' These discussions, incidentaily, can serve another

1purpose. They may uncover prev1cus1y unknown facts about how project |

y staff members feel about other things, how they prefer to do other T

BRI

' things. Administrative action based on these feeiings and preferences
" not only heips prepare for evaluation use - but also leads to improvements-'

L.

”invovorail project operation,}

These are a few questions relating to the user factor descriptions

provided above that you might consider as you organize for evaiuation.=

e
oo




.THINGS To Tnmk’ ABOUT

Will your users' organizationa1 positions and experience 1eveis
- have a good or bad inf]uence on use’ ' :

How do your various users/user groups differ regarding their
levels of interest in ‘the eva]uation?

How strong a role will you need to take to promote commitment
~~~~~~~~ —to- and actua] use-of the evaluation? =~ - A
- Wil your users interest 1ev§?@ ski]]s, initiative, and~«_m~,-~.~~w-»»

openness tend to he1p or hinder use? .. 7 ’
How difficult wi]] it ‘be for you to provide the eva]uator with '

a seénse of users' information preferences and processing
styles? i

w . i - . S
-As you consider these questions, you may want to refer ‘to the sca]e
/

previously provided._ Try to determine if the factor, as present]y

manifested amoné potentia] users and user gcoups,

L | will have no e T \
will hinder use =~~~ effect'onuse - - will promote use

1

o

1 R D L !

_Now, consider any factor which you think wi]] hinder use°'Hhat ideas come




- ' COnteXt‘Factors

A\ ]

In the context category of factors potentialiy affecting evaluation E

- use, there are three broad ciasses. o : -

Preexisting Evaiuation-Bounds
0rganizationa1 Characteristics

Program Characteristics i

As was the case with the human factors there are. some context

‘factors you may need to infiuence to he1p promote evaiuation use.

-~ INSERT 15 HERE -- -

3’  5 t;o',

Preexistigg evaiuation bounds refen to events which may have taken

'piace,}and to important decisions that may have been made, which set
possibie constraints on the evaiuation. The three factors in this

.'ycategony are' ‘V | | '
f»written requirements S
eOther contractua1 obiigations

QVFiscai constraints

the unit being evaiuated. If these requirements permit some fiexibii ;y



_in tailoring the eva]uation, or part of the evaiuation to the project,
the potentiai for use increases.
You, the eva]uator, and other users shou1d discuss the range of.
requirements. First, you should think about the best ways to meet them.
‘ Second you should see whether externa] requirements conf]ict with speci~
fic project needs. If so. it is critical that you try to reso]ve these
,potentiai“bontiicts. Again, you may need to negotiate among the sources -
'of.the_Various'requirements. If an eva]uation tries to be all things to.
all masters its use potentia] is severe]y threatened._ Ideally, you, the_i
_eva]uator, and other users (inc]uding externa] users) shou]d be. able to - »
resolve any possib]e conflicts over requirements. And what cou]d some=of"
" these confiicts look like? _ cel S
‘Quite often, the conf]ict is 1ess a matter of disagreement about
what the eva]uation shou]d provide and: where it should go, and more a
f matter of how it shou1d get ‘there and what it shou1d do on the way. -
Another song ‘comes to mind here. You and other users might agree that

fhe eva]uator shou]d meet you in Scot]and and give a report on his_

journey.’ But one important externa] user wants the eva]ua .to'take the

1low road, perhaps because he thinks it the most direct route.?gYou want




days to lookifor-the monster. Thus, by the time the evaluator arrives at
his destination,.both users have packed up and headed for home.

"+ -= INSERT 17 HERE --
\ | ' N .

N\
\

‘ Other contractual ob]igations, in: addition to the written require- -
- ments noxed above, can be set by project administrative and operationa]
users. If handied properiy, hese iocaiiy generated requirements can .
enhance use,’ by providing a user-oriented focus and dir%ction for the
evaiuation.' ST A B ',: i‘ :v'k
Initia]ly, however, project-ievei obligations may—be unrea]istic or

t overambitious., Further, they may create tension for the evaluator, who

is also trying to meet the written requirements.‘ Dis’ussion of. this ;

: potential probiem shou]d aim at producing a manageabl’ set of require-

1
v ments. You might set project~1eve1 obiigations in/ su‘h a. way that the

evaluator answers particuiar questions for specific users. Eva]uator--vl
| user discussion of these questions can have a positive effect on use by .
heiping users to define their needs and expectations and the evaluétor to

select the most appropriate roie.

v
/
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exampie, the time the;_ uator spendJ/Qn*th'j“, et
;ggdevelops or seiects, andﬁ_is infff/;tion‘reporting procedures:are 411

g




affetted»by fiscal constraints. 'These constraints, therefore, have.a
bearing on the kind of roleJhe.selects. But while you should pay atten-
tion to fiscal resources they'needunot in and of themselves, seriously |
impede evaluation use, unless the problem is so severe that it gets in
the way of real attempts to meet project needs. ‘ o
The first thing .you should do 1s to- discuss with the evaluator how -

,much of his time will be taken up by various questions, needs, expecta-

mmtions, etc.*' After converting this time index to dollars, you may find —

that your own and other users' expectations have to be modified The
' second thing you can do, if you want to answer more questions than monev
will permit is to look for cost free" alternatives. You, the evalua-. |
tor, and other users ma2y be able to .come- up. with ways for using project‘
personnel "to perform some evaluation tasks: collecting andlrecording '
‘data, for example. Such alternative strategies may substantially reduce

the. evaluator 3 time-dollar commitment.

-~ INSERT 19 HERE --

The- organizational characteristics potentially affecting evaluation
use may be examined in two groupings- " '
| Intraorganizational features,'

External features v , e ,
!The factors in this group reflect patterns and relationships both within
~.and outside of the organization that may affect use. Some of the intra-

'organizational features have already been touched on in the section on ,qf“x

o .,!“

'kuser characteristics. *;ﬁf
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Intraorganizational features re
istics and re1ationsh1ps of the orga
being eva1uated.beiongs. Examp1es 0

‘governjng agency,fthe re1atjonship be
’ﬂ“governingfagencyfand-the un%t's‘degr
e Put. s1np'1y‘,' the un‘lt’ with which

"to have a past history which can aff
t1on 1tse1f and the potent1a1 for use

can do to a1ter these past patterns

T

fer'ma1n1y to estab1§§hed’character-‘
nizationa1 un1t to which the program
£ such features are the ro1e of the
tween the program s un1t and the
ee of autonomy.“ei o

the evaTuator is working 15 11ke1y |
ect both the conduct of the eva1ua-"' B

There may be 11tt1e the eva1uator»"

of 1nterre1at10nsh1p, however, under-

, standing how they are 11ke1y to 1mpact on. the present eva1unt10n 1s im- ﬁ

portant to responding to the needs and att1tudes of potent1a1 users, to o

p1ans for conducttng the eva1uat10n,

1t
|

1

use.
features can mean to an eva1uat10n.
a project S governing agency genera1

consu1tants,f1n-house expertise, anc

11ke1y to se1ect the eva1uator for the program.

and to the 11ke11hood of eva1uat10n

Let's take a closer 1ook at what some of the 1ntraorganizat10na1 .

One example might be the case where
1y supp11es support services such-as
the 11ke. Such an agency wou1d a1so:

Th1s s1tuat10n w111

\




A second examp1e might be the degree of autonomy exercised by the
project. An eva1uator who must conform to expectations and requirements
.set by 2 higher authority within the organization may have correspond-
.;ineg less opportunity to respond to the particu1ar concerns and needs of
" the program itse1f.. Unit autoqpmy is more 11ke1y to provide the organi-
zer, evaluator and potential users a greatgr degree of freedom to decide |
how to conduct the evaluation and to use its results. Your concern as

evaluation organizer is to determine'the extent to which 1ack’of autonomy

‘might inhibit the eva1uation S usefu1ness -- perhaps this is a negotiab1e{;¥

item for a new evaiuation.

Fina11y, where institutional risks are real, they shou]d be deait‘

with openly and the possib1e outcomes of ‘the eva1uation shou1d be

discussed.
—- INSERT 21 HERE ---

The externa] features re#er to the context outside of the actua1
project. Inc]uded in this factor are such e1ements as the conmunity
climate, the community inf1uence, and the roIe of other agencies. \

Some proJects operate within the 1arger community, for examp1e, ‘

speciaIized medical cIinic or a sports program 1ike Litt1e League. The

community where such a project is Iocated may be supportive, neutrat L

hosti1e to the presence of the proJect. we refer to this community atti-' :

the commuhity

tude toward the project as the community ciimate., Oftev

wiii transiate its attitude through attempts at nfiuencing the operationi,f

~or the funding of the project. For examp1e, parents supportive of a a




. bi]ingual,education,program‘may attend community advisory council meet-
ings,lmay VQiunteerftheir support by”speaking in fayor‘of‘the project's

,rcontinuation may work as teacher aides, and may”sign letters of su;port
to be submitted with the project s application for renewal of funding
_ ' Eva]uation can be used to orovide the community with evidence for
continuing to support the project. Thus, in your efforts to promote
eva]uation use, you need to identify those members of the community who \
have a stake in the project being eva]uated and try to ihvo]ve them in /j

/ v i

~the evaluation as-much. as. possib]e.wueﬂ_;;ﬁ ,;.g;_?-ﬁ;s_'5;;~_w,mmww.~i/u,”

the community's- reTationship with the’ project there

«  In-addition

may also be an extern Agbngy, governmenta1 or otherwise with a stake

in the project. ‘We have a1ready seen an eXample where an externalauund-l
ing agency has set criteria for the evaluation to satisfy._ Some»outsidek
agencies may continue to try to inf]uence the conduct of the evaluation
as 1t progresses by changing or modifying some of the origina] require-
ments. To the extent’ that these modifications inf]uence the kinds of f}v
1information to be co]]ected during the evaluation, they can affect the \\
potentia] for eva]uation use. You may need to urge the agency to recon-
| sider«its poSitiOnfif.you feel_the effect of such changes wi]iurerlect

negatively on the potential for evaluation use.
== INSERT 22 HERE -~

Many program characteristics can affect eva]uation use°4 ‘the size'

and scope of the proJect its content inc]uding topic and emphasis, ‘the -

»number‘of peop]e itﬂseryes;»thetway in which,they;are se]ected. and so ‘




forth. However, the. kind or extent of effects that each might have on

use is not clear. ) ' S “,

— .
Y

‘The three program charcteristic$ion which there is greater Siarity
and which have been found to affect use are: AgE/matUrity,;Innovativef
ness, andf0ver1ap with other projects. ‘We will first define each of
these characteristics and then discuss. how all of them, work*ng together,

‘may affect use.

. Age and maturity are'different entities.. The.age of a project
_refers to. how_long it _has been in _operation: Is the project‘brand-newim L“
Has it been in operation long enough for some shaking-down to have | _
accurred? Has it been operating long enough for staff to be routineiy :

performing their jobs? For some:of its goals to be.accompiished?

Project maturity'refiects the” extent to which project procédures and '
expectations are institutionaiized. A proaect s age may or may not be /
related to its maturitx, depending on how maturity 1s manifested. / |

Project innovativeness can also take severa] forms. An innovative

project may be one that embodies something new, or something creative,
or something unique or something with.an e]ement of risk attached.»
innovation shouid be viewed" against norma1 project routine. ;f something.
is added to the project that is a marked departure from the routine, then
the peopie operating the prqﬁect are Tikeiy to see it as at least

- somewhat innovative even though the addition may not meet” the strict
definition of inncvation.”

Project overlap takes three different forms, each of which has dif;

\\

' ferent imp]ications for'your organizing work. The first is the extent “to

o

which a project is part of a iarger systemwide or programmatic effort. i

. . . . . R : . 2 ~
~ i . T K .
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The second form 'is the reiafionship‘between one project and others'in the
system that are ndt programmaticaiiy reiated The third is the project' s.
reiationship to simiiar projects outside the system.

One dominant strand with strong 1mp11cations for. your organizing
. activities 1inks these three program factors. -~ age/maturity, innovaa
tiveness, and overiap -- in terms of their effect on use That is, 1f
the evaiuation is to have potentia1 for use, it must be geared to the

needs of the particuiar project. These_needs may differ based on the
, program characteristics. - | -

o

Thus, for examp.e, a nev proaect .often needs the benefit of forma-

tive evaiuation to he1p monitor progress and modify practice. An oider; Bt

perhaps more mature project might benefit from formative eva]uagion but ﬁ.;
" may be primarily stand in need of summative information showing overa11 _if,
- 1eveis of success Any information mismatch eSpecialiy in theNcase of af:5
'young project receiving on1y summative information wi11 probabiy have a.
f_tnegative effect on use.\» . : | | | - g | |
. By way of further exampie, rrojects 1inked programmaticaiiy with
other projects may be subject to simuitaneous evajuati?ns. If the indi-
11_vidua1 project receives information which paints on1y the overa11 pic-
ture, then project-ievei potentia1 for- use diminishes. The individua1
project wi11 be 1ooking for fine-grained information which it can’ use for‘_

its.own interna1 purposes. Furthermore, a sense of competition is common
. N
'A'among projects linked in some iarger effort. In this 'ase, the credibi-:

_iity of the evaiuator is criticai, since the project wants to be sure .+

jthat it receives a fair and accurate portrayai.




As you organize for the three program-re]ated factors you will need

to consider your project S characteristics on these dimensions. Your '

'V-major concern is to make sure that you, the eva]uator, and the other/,
N

‘users agree on how a given project shou1d be characterized and what .
/

~imp1ications that might have for the eva]uation procedures.,
Drawing on the above context factor descriptions here are a few .

questions that may he]p w1th your organizing for-use activities. / :
. : / )

THINGS TO THINK ABOUT

Are the preeXisting bounds such that there may be conflict
between project expectations and external requirements?

Is your own “authority such that you can ensure that the evalu-
ation, or part of .the eva]uation will address project needs
and questions? v

Do you think an eva]uator might have difficu]ty presenting hi5~p A
findings so as-to be compatible with routine organizationa1 '
information patterns? Co ,

To what extent will you have to consider community needs as
part of the project eva]uation? SN ‘

'How would you characterize your project and its eva]uation
" "'needs with respect to age/maturity, innovativeness -and .
- overlap? _ »

.".}

Once again as you consider the individua] factors suggested in’ the

above kinds of questions does it appear that a given factor
i &,

Ty,
]

L . v s will haveno o o SR -
W11l hinder use - effectonuser - .will promote use

4
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How can you influence any negativevfactors_td make them, if not

-

supportive of use, at least neutral? . o e

EVALUATION FAGTORS -

o

In previous sections we have examined factor'gFouningeoea11ngfw}th
~‘_the persona] characterist1cs of the various 1nd1v1dua1s engaged in-the ;-f
eva1uat1on and its use (human factors) and that c]uster of factors |

re]at1ng to the organ1zat1ona1 contractuaI and f1sca1 bounds 1nf1uenc1ng

the eva]uat1on (context factors) we now turn to the “EvaIuat1on

Factors -= those factors dea11ng with the ccnduct and report1nq of the

5 . . ~

) eva]uat1on.,i
‘.Four cIasses of eva]uat1on factors may affect useé»
Information Dia]ogue i F'{'. . L
- Substance of»Evaluat1on'information I
Evaluation Renortjng - o o :- BT s

- Evaluation Procedures

7p e
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- INSERT 26 HERE --

| " An 1nformation dia]ogue is the purposeful, guided sharing of ideas
and eopjnions, between eva1uator and users, about how to conduct the
evaluation to promote its use. This difalogue is purposefu1 because its -
intention is to influence an eva1uation s conduc* to enhance its use
‘potentia]. It s guided because evolving tacties to promote use are

informed by a careful considergtion of those factors which in the given. °
“/‘A——\ : .
§1~

L7

L %

The'interaction whic makes up the dialogue should take whatever

qsituation, may affect use.

forms are. apprOpriate to the situation formai/informai conversations,
meetings' or written communications. | .' _ |
~ The success of such information diaTogue is determined primarily by ﬁ‘
the amount and qua]ity of the interaction that takes p1ace between "? fﬂw
. evaluator and users.u N L
Once again, the metaphor of eva]uation as performance has
imp]ications for your organizing efforts.‘ That is we be]ieve that the ;
most rewarding evaluation 1s one in which the eva]uator s performance is
guided by the users in his audience. The eva]uator has to ascertain user ‘
7needs and conduct himse]f and his work according]y., But it is a two—way
. street. “Users have to voice their needs. They must be actively invo]ved -

J‘

in the performance - interacting -- so that the eva]uator can adopt

Procedures and- Drovide information reflecting specified usar needs.-r‘ixff

Both the amount and the quality of nteraction are important.- The

~—amount~of—eva1uatfon-user interaction can ave a\strongwdnfiuence dn~use -




4

" and the ear11er that 1nteract10n begins the greater its 1nf1uence.
‘Interaction includes a broad range of encounters between eva]uator én?

_users: making formal and informal reports making and tak1ng phone
ca11s, request1ng clar1f1cation exp1a1n1ng informat1on, sharing a draft
before it is f1na11zed discussing evaluation progress over lunch. These
encounters can be 1n1t1ated by the users as well as by the eva]uator.

The qua11tv of evaluater- o zer interact1on can also affect use;

. numerous contacts, of themse1ves, are not enough. - Each of the inter-
act1ons shou]d have certain qua11t1es. F1rst the atmosphere in wh1ch
they are conducted must be co]]eg1a1 and. reciprocal For example, A
_d1sCuss1on of progress in which the eva]uator does a11 the ta1k1ng 1s
probably not desirable.‘ But a d1scuss1cn where users fee] comfortab]e}
about ask1ng questions and x“a evaluator fee]s comfortab]e about g1v1ng
answers'-: even though they.may_be tentative -- exemp11f1es,the proper
atmpsphere.“’:f . A . o |

’becond the gist of the report the phone ca]l the d1scuss1on must
be based on sound eva1uat1on pract1ce and tempered by the users needs

| for and orientat1on to different kinds of 1nformat1cn. | V

As you cons1der how to organ1ze to ensure sufficient and useful

‘v”eva1uator-user 1nteract1on, then, you must take 1nto cons1derat1on the

p eva]uator s role and v1ews about use, nd the users’ . questions, needs,

-+ and expectat1ons.v You must also remember that a one-shot 1nteract1on .
'probably-w111 not promote use.' The d1alogue shou]d be an ongo1ng

}'effort; For 1nstance, you or another user m1ght read a draft 1nter1m

report and then suggest ways in wh1ch the eva]uator cou]d deve]op graphic :

or‘thE‘evaTuator—m1ght spend

- data dtSplays for other poteffTa Tusers.”
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; ’ . . * ]' ) . . .
time with you or other users analyzing findings, interpreting their

meaning, and developing realistic reconmendations.
-~ INSERT 28 HERE -~ \ .

Another category deals with the substance or nature of the valaa-
-!

tion: infornation which is reported.

o Two g%aluation substance factors have been ‘Shown to influence use.

”.lhey are: | |
Information relevance = -
Information specificity |

In some respects, organizing for these factors means making sure, that the'

<

general considerations related to quantity and quality are kept in mind.

Yo - INSERT 29 HERE --

Lnft . tion can be regarded aerelevant if it ismpertinent to users.fe
if it bears directly on their issues of concern, if it is to the point. |
: These characteristics must be Judged from the point of view of the ~"; ]
,rintended user(s) For a given user, relevance will often be a function\ =

.iof his views about the project. the questions he has, and the urgency he ’

'attachns to them. Therefore, an on«oing dialorue is critical in helping‘

questiuis wid asked ° _:‘”



. N .
provide re1evant information on'aii of them. Perhaps the number of
" questions can be reduced. ‘1f not you shou]d be aware that the
evaluation w111 probab]y provide on]y broad and genera1 information.
Second the eva]uation questions may be too narrowiy conceived --l
‘requiring on1y the most perfunctory of answers.‘ If potentia1 users. find
‘such answers relevant, we11 and good. But they wii] probabiy want
"something more.‘ In this situation you may have to he1p reconceptua]ize .
}and restate questions S0 that they require more than routine responses. -
Third, the: evaiuation questions may be/too broad]y conceived so
‘genera1 that a variety of information types and answers couid be deemed
reievant. Again, such questions wiij/probabiy need to be reconceptua- ii ev
/ B

iized and rephrased ;’ " S

/,

- In your organizing work then, you may need to negotiate and modify

/

' the range of questions asked/of the eva]uation by reducing the number {ji'

- of questions prioritizing/questions broadening the focus of narrow B e
questions and sharpening the focus of genera1 questions., The point of »é"
- this effort is. to make sure that users questions can be answered in a -

‘way that is reievant to them, that the evaiuator understands what kinds

. of information/are re1evant to what kinds of- users. that users are aware |

.q_of the priorities attached to various questions, and that the information B

14 T

provided/has the potentia1 for use.

S/ - INSERT 30 HERE --

Having decided what genera1 features of reievance are important you

‘ must next think about what specific kinds of}information shou]d be

B E P R S



‘provided:to various.users. Now, two different users, or userbgroups may_,
-share a conmon question and a conmon information need. . But even so, they
.'will look for different information specific to their particular jobs and
respon51bilities., For exampie, users with operational responsibilities, '
may need fine-grained information to help them with. their daily .
activities whereas users with administrative responsibilities in several
'areas may need information of a more general nature c2rof a comparative;
- nature, | - '\ : ‘ - -f :‘". »:;_ | -
, The point is’clear.} -Questions that are unique to one user or user-‘
grouphrequire an answer specific to- that question. Questions ‘that are -
Lshared by several different users or user-groups probably require
- evaluative information at a level which differs for- ‘each group.
Research shows that the more the information is specifically
: selected and focused toward the needs of a particu.ar user, the higher
the potential- for use. Therefore, the specificity issue has the same
kind of organ?iing implications as were pointed out for relevance -~ you
vmay need to help the evaluator to understand the information specificity’

required by each of the potential users.,‘

-~ INSERT 31 HERE --
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He now consider a group of factors dealing with: the reporting of
evaluation information.’f" | ' R
R Evaluation reporting has been defined as consisting of five
‘factors. They are: 73'3* i |

Frequency of information provided

Cong

Timing of information




Format of presentations
Jgrmat of re’port _
Statistica]/narrative data S
-Each of these factors contributes to the qua]ity of ongoing dialogue. As
T we discuss them, keep in mind that in your organizing efforts, you
shou]d besconcerned equally with the technica] quaiity of the report in
caddition to its appropriateness for the partic iar context or setting.
"Since the five factars are closeiy,reiated, we will first~describe each
factor and then discuss'the;imp]ications of\ail five for your evaiuation”,

organizing.

The frequencx of ijformation provided bears some re]ation to amount

-of interaction between eva1uator and users : "Frequency here however,
}refers specificaiiy to- the extent to which written or verba1 evaiuation
information is reported to users throughout the 1ife of a project. |
This factor may have a strong bearing on use. A1though the effect
on use of a final, forma1 eva1uation report is difficuit to gauge,‘
,research suggests that timeiy and we11 focused formative or progress -
- ' i,

- reports increase the potentia1 for use. ';é‘

The timingrof information -- that is when it is provided whether in”

written or oral form -- can affect use potentiai. Reports that are

issued at times which do not .mesh with key project events and decision*
~*Tneeds obviousiy cannot be used ‘for examoie, a report that arrives too .

late to heip in making a certain decision. Further. the 1ate submission

of one report creates a mind-set among users who may decide to ignore

fsubsequent reports, even if .they arrive on time.
?\‘“- .




In add1t1on, we]]-timed progress or interim reports, oral or
written. can provide partial answers to useps™ questions over t1me,
therehy .ncreasing the 1ike11nood tha @ they Wiy Liciﬂaz“ and apply
subsequent information, and helping to conv1nce users-.of -the evaluator's
overali credibi]ity.

Nhi1e eva]uation information can be presented in either ora] or’
written form, each type of presentation makes its own unique demands. To ~

- KN

~ be effective an ora] presentation requires a balance of formal and

_ informal -delivery sty]e. For examp]e, at the end of a formal- prepared
Presentation of findings, the. eva]uator “may informa11y amplify a point or.
two. He may ask for questions and respond informa]]y. ‘He may interrupt
a 1engthy Presentation at some 1ogica1 point to open ‘the discussion to .

his audience. Research shows this mix of the forma1 and the inforwal en-
hances the effectiveness of oral presentations and increases 1ikelihood :
that the information it presents w111 be used. ~

Like ora] presentations written presentations such as progress

reports and fina] reports require an appropriate format to be effective.
The: "format“ of a written report refers to its visual features, indepen--
. dent of its content. As nith other factors a]ready described appropri-
. ateness” is’a function of user needs and: preferences.

Research shows that a ba]anced mix of graphita (tab]es, charts,f-

' figures), technica] presentation, and nontechnica] narrative can enhance 7

the use potentia] of written reports.:_ - 3
| Eva1uation information is usua]ly presented in both statistica]

(tabu]ar) and.narrative form. Some presentations, ora] or written, '

overemphasize one to ‘the neg]ect of“the‘other. Statistical“and“narratTVE“““

o130




Ty

data should complement each other as findings are presented and
1nterpreted _ ’ | 4

We have found\that nhen an evaiuation report is overioaded with
s RY data,ithe'potential for use diminishes: But nhen such data
are suppiemEutt by rrau ve an0sit’ on (interpretaggon of fimdfngs.
formulation\of recommendations) the potential for use increases. 'ﬁ"
»when interpretation is not substantiated by statist1ca1 data a report
loses credibility and has a weakened potential for use. Conversely,
'interpretation and. recommendations which are supported by appropriate
data tend to increase the use potential. '

Each of the five factors described above -- frequency, timing, for-
mat of oral presentations format of written reports and statistical/
narrative datz -- should be\considered in your organizing activities.':’
For example, what moes "frequent" mean? For one potenti al user 1t may
mean getting information at the beginning,of the project at some B
»3mid-point and toward the end. Another user may regard anything less-\}
than a monthly updating as infrequent. For some users, monthiy
'iicommunications may reach the point of overload and end up being “filed“—ﬂ"f
and ignored as. quick1y as possib1e. simply taiking to users-about this
1ssue is probably ‘the best way to determine frequency levels. iou should
talk to the evaiuator 10 be sure that he understands the information
,frequency needs of various users., Bear in mind that his commitment to
use and his orientatiOn toward user involvement aiong with the fisca]
‘resources ava11ab1e to him, can have a bearing on how often information

s provided. | S

18- - o




. Timing can be planned in a variety of ways 0bv1ous1y, if you
report to some externa] authority which expects reports by a certain
date, reports should be there by that date. On the other hand it migrt
be Better to send review drafts to these author1t1es in enough time to ,
" receive their comments and feedback and to respond to them in the f1na1
' report. If they are potential users of the information, not just report :
lreaders, inwolving them in the preparation of the report may stimu1ate
| use. . ; fb Ca T

Other users, such as project staff and project and- centra] office
administrators, should’ be given the oppfrtunity to he]p plan the tinqng
of oral and written presentations. For examp]e, they shdu]d be asked
when they w111 need information on‘a specific question S0 they can app1y
it to a decision-or prob]em. If this advice can t be obtained ~and if .\
= you know enough about the various users and their needs, you might work
with the eva]uator to set timing by anticipating when the information is.r
needed and working back from that® date to. provide sufficient lead time.

Though we mentioned ear]ier that ora1 presenrtations- are most .
ieffective when they ombine forma] and informal features, that |
genera]ization may be too broad._ ‘When you d]SCUSS this mat er with the
'evaiuator, you shou]d be guided by what you know about the preferences of
the users who will: come to. the presentation. If you fee] that a forma1
sty]e is more appropriate to the audience than an informa] sty]e or vice
versa, you should make that clear to the’ eva]uator. _

“As to the need for a statistica] and narrative mix in oral and = -
| 'written presentations, and for format variety in written reportsjrthe fi

' on]y possib]e prob]em you are apt to encounter is that the eva1uator wi]]

have a- differene opinion. An eva]uator who takes a project-serVing ro]e,‘*




who is committed to use; and who values user invoivement will probably:
welcome your suggestions about balance in content and var1ety in format.
In other cases you may have to se11 these ideas to the evaluator.
whether you should use a hard-sell or soft-sell approach depends.on yonr__
authority over the evaluator. _ Lo L
== INSERT 37 HERE --
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The evaluation procedurés that may:affect use.are; o .
‘hethods - S
. Handling of mandated tasks

| Use of a general model

- INSERT 38 HERE --
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The methods selected for an evaluat1on may be considered both in

terms of their appropriateness and their rigor. Appropriateness -

the suifabi]ity~of a particular evaluation,method{fnr,a”particular
eva]uation purpose -- has two aSpects. '

The first is: the question of methodologicaT appropriateness. For
example, an- evaluation-may p]an to use a certain measure to collect data
on. a given point. The question here is whether the method as method ‘is

| suitab]e. If the proposed measure 1s‘%n 1nterview, then you must ask if
an 1nterv1ew is the _most apprOpriate means of answerxng the 1ntended
question. If the proposed measure is a questionnafre or rating scale or
paperiand-pehcil test, the same testrapplies. Is the proposed measure

‘the-most appropriate,forjthe»intendedfpurpose? S

g 1 ’ e o
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The second is the question of context appropr1ateness. ‘Is oue.

: pr0posed measure appropriate in the particular proaect context7 . For

exampie, it may be that a given question can be answered equa]]y we]] by

- o

- a questionnaire or an interview. If one measure seems more ”..";

- e
'user-appropriate than the other in a given settzgg, then it should be -

used (unless fiscal constraints apply and cannot be offset in §ome way)

When you-organize for methodo]og_ca] rigor your maJor concern is l

‘precision and accuracy. You want information that is as mistake-free as
possib]e. Like appropriateness, rigor should be considered from a duai

standpoint because qualities such as acCuracy can be gauged by two

~ yardsticks. - | < o g

[U
<

First, there is the- kind _of rigor expected of’ good eva]uafvon

W

practice. For examp]e, rigor demands that if a [formal interv1ew is to

’

be conducted:as part of an eva]uation, minima] c iteria must be app]ied -
to assure. accuracy. Each interviewer must fo]]ow -the: same procedures.-

‘ All interviewers should ask ‘the core questions in the same way. If

o

interviewers aré to capitalize on opportunities to exp]ore core responses
in more detai] they shou1d3a11 do so,in»the same-way. ,This means ‘the .

interview guides shou]dainclude a set of probe.questions as well as spe-

) -

cific instructions on when and how to use them. Further, each inter;

T ——

_gviewer must record the responses in the° same way, and the method of data

anaiysis must be suitab]e to the eva]uation question and to the infonna-

T -~

~ tion collected on it.- : S A ;:.Tik” f_ia

. »

Second beyond professiecnal measures of rigor there is user percep-

tion of rigor. In judging rigor, users may ask whether the evaiuator did '
A \
. what he said he wou]d do or whether a narticu]ar measure was used with

" P »\ ,.:
. - . . 2y
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care. For example, the/eVaiuation pian may caii for hiring part -time . .
’ staff to administer an interview. wiii users see this as. rigorous admin—
istration’ what if the part-time staff consists of graduate students-f
from the iocai univer51ty? Users may feei that rigorous appiication '~"
demands that the interview be- administere vby the evaiuator or: by proaect
staff sensitive to the institutional setting. To paraphrase a famOus

dictum ab0ut justice~ Rigor must not oni be done but must be seen to be

done. S o ,‘.- T \ e
Research shows that appropriateneSF and rigor can have a bearing on

us “ - Dialogue between the evaiuator, you, and other users shouid heip to

'assure consensus on what measures are most appr0priate and rigorous in

‘both a technical and a context sense. 1t is aii too easy to get b]own

[

out of the water because the data from B perfectiy sound measure are
£ a

: chaiienged on the‘grounds that the measuruywas,used in a way whjch was
inappropriate to the setting. « »
-~ INSERT 39 HERE.--

K
©

The extent to which an evaiuation deais with its mandated tasks, and
the: manner in. which it deais with them, may have a bearing on proaect- |

ievei use. -As we saw, eariier, some mandates and requirements may be

\
\
imposed by agencies Outside the project being evaluated. Other obiiga-v

‘ R
_ tions may originate from within the project.- If the evaiuation over-

emphasizes or is perceived to overemphasize externai]y mandated tasks,

project use may be threatened. - On’ the other hand the externai agency

may be one of the potentiai evaiuation users., If the agency beiieves

SR Ay
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nthat the evaguation is over]y focused on proaect needs;'then potential
for external use may diminish |

We have a]ready noted that the evaiuator who tries to “serve too.
many masters" may experience ro]e confiicts, which serve no one very
we]] Again, your organizing roie is. cr1t1ca1 here. By setting up
opportunities for you the eva]uator, and Other users to share in an
eariy and continuing dialogue about how best to handle various mandated
tasks you dre heiping to ensure that nJ'one task or set of tasks is
-overemphasized You are helping to ensure that the number and range of .

‘,tasks can be managed and answered. You are’ne]ping to ensure that. the

peop]e 'who set- the tasks, and who want answers to their questions w111

get information they can put: to use. . . ' . \\fx//

| ' —< INSERT 40 HERE - .

“Mode] " asqused»iﬂ ’“:é‘e cn context, usually refers to be]iefs

~ about, ph110$ophy governing, inténtions behind, ~manner of conducting, and.

\

the product of\something such as eva]uation. Genera]]y, eva]uators wi.i
’ \

structure activities different]y dependent upon which mode1 ‘they sub- ‘
scribe tc.i There are various models that may’ be used to guide an eva]ua—f“
' tion. whiie it is not necessary for you to. know or 1earn about them, the;,
fo]10wing represents a samp]e of ‘the more preva]ent mode1s or. approachesz“
CIPP CSE mode1 Responsive Evaiuation, Goa] free Eva]uation Adversary

"= \'.1

Evaiuation COnnoiseur approach Some evaluation mode]s are unnamed and

fsimply grow out of a beiief that good evaiuation.is synonymous with good ff

research o ]q't’rrmuirlpﬁ]]>-'




Our point here is not to advocate one evaiuation modPT or approach

oyerfanother. But the modeis mentioned (and many others) are out there,

. and the‘impiicatjon-for you is quite clear. <One evaluator may prefer one

-~

approach over another. Indeed, he may insist on one approach over
another and may try'to use it in virtuaiiy’ai1 situations; you and your
project may not f1t his prediiection and this w111 possibiy have ~
disastrous consequences 1or evaiuation use. |

You may get an eva1uator who tries to convince you that one '
particular approach is necessarily "better" or "more accurate” or "more
scientific" than another.z 0r you may get an evaiuator who te1ls you that

some forma] mode1 has to be fo]]owed.

But ifgyou are concerned about the eva]uation having impact, the .
esearch 1iterature doesn t support either position. Fo]]owing a formal

model does not necessariiy enhance use potentia].f In this sense, no

mode1 is inherent]y better than another. Use potentia] will increase,

however, when the eva]uation uses methods that are technica]]y

‘appropriate and user-sensitive and when it offers the kind of informed

PR

balance we have spoken about in this chapter. In addition the role that
the eva]uator chooses has a greater bearing on the use potentia] of his

approach" than any other sing a factor. (In\a sense, you may want to

T"consider these suggestions and the approach embedded in this book as a’

"user oriented mode].")
In organizing for eva]uation use aiong the Iines we've suggested
you cannot allow the eva]uation to be’ anything 1ess than a too] for

satisfying the information needs ‘of your intended uSers.‘ You should makeviy

e

isure that the eva]uator has a thorough understanding of your def1n1tion o
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of use, as well as a detalled descrlption of your users and their needs.
Anyth1ng less than a harmonijous match between the two can have a bad

effect on the use potential of an evaluationf .

Here are some quest: Ens, drawn from the preced1ng factor descr1p-

tions which you can’ refe\\to as you organize for use.

T\HING'S TO THINK A'y o

Have you arrived at firm or tentativeﬂanswers to the questions¢

asked at the ‘end of the\sections on human and context factors?
\

Do these answers suggest\the forms that your evaluation should S

take to be used in your project setting? .

\ ' . ‘ 1
- Will your users' interest ip_the evaluation be s%fficient to
“'}ensure a “healthy’ ongoing d1a1ogue with you ‘and the evaluator?-

" Are’ the users and their: evaluation qdestions clearly delineated
\ .50 that you and the evaluator\can “decide on how to provide
\ relevant and specific 1nformat\on7 .

Hhat kinds of evaluation procedures should the evaluation
employ to* ensure that findings are credible to the various
users you have in mind’ ’ .

U How- often -and. in what forms might evaluation 1nformation be .
S provided to meet users decision needs? .

On the basis of your answers to these questions -—- and to other ,
f
_ quest1ons you may raise y0urse1f -- which evaluation factors do you think
you will have to 1nfluence personally 1n Order to promote use’ Nith

" these eva1uation factors in mind, do you have a cl arer picture of all .

~

the human and context factors which will 1mp1nge -on the manner and extent

e

- of your: 1nfluence on “the- evaiuationz
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CHAPTER 1V
EVALUATION FACTORS: A.PATTERN FOR USE -

The use-related factors 1ntrqduced in the prevfous chapter are
essehtial elements in organizinj for more effectiye‘use‘of eva]uation
information. In this chapter we wi]]'provide you.with:a structure that

‘brings these factors together. —The structure, which we ca]] a fggtgr
pattern,.serves two 1mportant functions:

1. It illustrates how these factors can relate to each other to
increase eva]uat1on use .and”

T

2. It gives you, the adm1n1strator, a gu1de in organ1z1ng your own
" evaluation for enhanced use. _ ) .

This chapter will also offer you a hypothetica1 case study of an
evaluation setting -- a b111ngua] educat1on program in "Hilltop" -- - .
w1th1n which you can begin to pract’ce your organ1z1nq tasks, using both

Chapter II1.

-why~have a factor‘pattern?

LR N

| We have designed the'factor'patterh as the most efficient means of syn~

~ thesizing what we know about eJa]uationéuse It reminds us, first, of the

1nterdependence of- factors in contribut1ng to eva]uat1on use. No factor 7
&

stands a1one as a comp]ete]y 1naeperdent e]ement, the ro]e of each\factor

s cond1t1oned by its ef‘ect on _other factors and the effects of these on

T . L

it. Think of the, factor~"eva1uat0r rapport" as Just one examp]e. 'Itf 7.’;'\3

\

shou]d be apparent. that even where rapport may contr1uute to your 1ntended 2 \

RS

use of the eva!uatlon, such as dlrect action by teachers, raoport is more

11ke1y to make a d1fference 1f there is a]so, ‘say, a certa1n love1 of

—— ..._‘.

- . . . i . . A
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teacher interest 1nAthe-eya1uation or if the 1nformation provided is in
3 form‘the teachers can u§é= In the same way, teachers interest in
the evaluation, by 1tse1f may mean little ;f the 1nformat1on provided
is inadequate or if the eya]uator act1ve1y a11enates,the teachers. The
factor pattern 1ndicates-wh1ch factors are liheTy to influence each
other most directly in br1ng1ng about intended. uses of the evaluation.

Second, the factor pattern p1aces re1ated groups of factors in a

log1cu1 order. The pattern js a graph1c-representat1on of the s1mp1e

fact that in organ1z1ng for eva1uat1on use you will have to start some-
where. And where you start is cruc1a1 By dea11ng w1th certa1n factors"
first, you begin to def1ne and narrow the scope of your organ1z1ng task
for the factors that fo]]ow Look1ng again at the examp]e of‘"evaluator
rapport," it wou]d probab]y be a waste of your time to worry about this

factor before you knew the character1st1cs of the users that the: eva1ua-' )
tor, W111 be 1nteracting with. Nor, logically, wou]d you make rapport ;
your 1ast 1tem of concern,’ espec1a11y where the 1ntended users of the
eva]uat14nq$e g., teachers in, the above examp]e) wou]d be work1ng w1th
"the eva]uator over the course of an ent1re year. The order of factcrs
within our pattern, then, is more than\aust a handy, step by-step map in -
organ1z1ng for eva]uat1on use. 0rder is also one of the ways 1n wh1ch

factors 1nf1uence each other with1n the context of an cva1uat1on

. r1na11y, the factor pattern 1s applicable .to most eva1uat1on L

s1tuat1ons “ It ds broad enough to account for the somewhat different set
ARL 1AL LR g ,

~
of factors that contr1bute to potent1a1 use for every comb1nat1on of use )
\

and‘user w1th1n your~organ1zat1on. To cont1nue w1th our examp]ev '

P
g

e g
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eva]uator rapport” may be 1mportant in getti”g teachers to app]y 1nfor- o

5 ; "

-mation from the eva]uat1on, but*the eyaluator s contact w1th the state ,
o . — e
and federa] author1t1es may be . too- 11mTted for rapport td play much part

L7

in the‘d1rect act1on they may take Because each comb1nat1on of user

- o o

and® use 1s un1que in this way, we have constructed a generaT factor

pattern that can be mod1f1ed accord1ng to any “of the use and user comb1na-

>

t.uns you choose to focus 9 W1th1n your organ1zat1on
N S

Understand1ng the Factor/Pattern L ="—,‘:°

Ne can ‘better understand hew, the factor pattern (D1agram 1) works by

~ /

expre551ng 1t graph1ca11y Th1s will prepare you to work out var1at1ons

of the pattern/to fit, your own situation.. It w1]1 a]so he]p you under-

-~

¢ "stand T?N these var1at1ons can be app11ed 1n a hypothet1ca] eva]uat1on

s1tuat1 n (fater in th1s chapter) as well as in your own efforts to -

k N ' - -
organ1ze for greater eva]uat1on use (Chapter 5). P e

v o :

The factor pattern is organized by f1rst group1ng 1nd1v1dua1 factors‘ ¢

into, "c]usters " set off by boxes Ce e - —

. %’

T

R . T T

- N e

ﬂ“

A c]uster te]]s you, the organ1zer, that th§3e\p cu]ar factors are

re1ated to eva1uat1on use 1n the same way, d1st1nct trom other\clusters

N

~in the pattern, and that these factors shou]d be exam1ned together and

Sl . an o
o S
S ) . -
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at the same time.
) i ,‘i_', ' ES : ) . .
" The clusters are then joined, by vertical arrows.

i

This 1nd1cates the order in whnch you should cons1der the sets of factors,

-~

since each c]uster 1nf1uences the content of the cluster beneath it.

The doub]e stemmed arrow at the end of the last cluster in the pat-

ey

tern 1nd1cates that your organ1z1ng task has been comp]eted It points,

we hope, to the 1ntended use of theAevaluat1on by the users you have

identified. | - .

For convenience, we have labeled each of the clusters to provide
i T

some better 1nd1cat1on of the factors included w1th each. The labels

) a]so increase your understand1ng of the 1og1ca1 sequence of clusters.

—

:1\\

"Setting the Stage" L ST ﬁ

_"Identifying/Organizing the Participapts’

LRSS

:FOperationa1{zing the.Ihtefactive Process" ™

!

K

"Adding the Finishing Touches"

.\‘
3 4

+

Now 1et's»160k jngﬁde the c]uster$.~\(SeevDiagram 1) Here we want.

T griss- ) S
CT a9




: D1agram 1
Factor Pattern For Evaantnon Use

A. Sétting the Stage .

Pre-existing evaluation bounds -
- User identity ‘
Program characteristics
Intra-organizational features
\ External features

4 o
T S 2 ‘
- B. Identifying/Organizing the Participants

User interest in eValuation
User commitment to use

Evaluator characteristics
» background/identity ,
« commitment to use S
« willingness$ to involve user in evaluation
» choice of role . :
« political sensitivity

———|——~credibility
Evaluation procedures—plan
User professional style(s)

v
2 T
C Operatlonallzmg the Interactive Process

Evaluatlon procedu(es—executlon :
Substance of évaluation information
| Evaluator commitment to use 1
Information dialogue—formative

User information processing preferences

- * e e

D. Adding the Fl’ﬁ'ishing Touches

Evaluation reporting =~ ‘
Evaluator characteristics (selected)
. Information d|alogue-—summat|ve
. User commltment to use '

S .98 " |




| .and are set off by a dot. An examp]e of - th1s is the factor "evaluator

BN
to point out two things about how the factors are presented within a

cluster. First, a factor can either be cited alone (as a whole) or 1t

'can be c1ted a1ong w1th ~certain of its component elements. (Refer to

Append1x Tor a comp]ete 11st of factors.) where we list a factor such.
as "pre-ex1st1ng evaluation bounds," we are referr1ng equa]]y to all of;
that factor S e1ements “’"nr1tten requirements for ‘the eva]uat1on,
"other contractual ob11gat1ons forithe evaiuation," and "f1sca1 - @
constraints." In the same way, we 1ist "program character1st1csa"

"user identity," and most other factors in the“pattern as a kind of a

shorthand for all of the elements that constitute each of those factors.

[

Alternatively, a factor can be cited in a cluster along with only
those ofvits elements”that are most 11ke]y.to'contr1bute to evaluation

use at a given point in the organiz1ng process. Where we specify a'

factor in this way, the e1ements are listed beneath the general factor '

character3§t1cs. When you begin to identify and organ1ze the eva1ua-
tion‘s participants, the evaluator' s'"background and 1dentity" and his/

her "choice of role" (along with other elements shown in Diagram 1) will

have a bearing_on the planned uses of the eva1uation.' Toward the end

of the euajuation process, however, as‘you‘organize,the'finishing touches

for'making_use happen, you will need to concentrate,on other

-87-
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characteristics of the evaludtor, such as his/her "understanding of -

oolitioal considerations"-and the "rapport"ﬂthat'é been established. - At
this point in the process,-the'evaTuaton's "choice of role" has already
he]bed to shape the tinishing touches hnd_the evaluator's "beckground
and.idehtity“‘are ptobably>ho'1onge? of as much consequence.for use. E
The second point about hom fectors are"presented within'a'cluster is
simp]y this: “-each factor should be me1ghed and plenned for 1hd1v1dua11y,
..on its own mer1ts, and as 1t affects and is affected by other faccors in
the c]uster We ve tried to express this dua] foo;s in a graph1c way 1n_
Diagram 1. By separat1ng the factors wit h1n a. c]uster by solid hor1zonta1
11nes, and yet including them together w1th1n the so]1d lines of the

cluster as a who]e, QE 111ustrate that the factors enjoy a certa1n

"autonomy even as they act together toward evaluation use.

A§ we have 1ndicated above, each of the four-factor clusters repre-
sentsfa distinctvphase or stage, in the-eva]uation ptocesg. Let's now
br1ef1y look at what these.stages are.

Fac1or C]uster A wh1ch we ve termed "Sett1ng the stage,"fcompr1sea S
those factors which are generally regarded as “"givens" of the pant1cu1ar

’ setting within which the evaluation will take p1ace_ We include here
Nthe characteristics of the program and- some of the organ1zat1ona1 con-
straints. A]though these factors are to some extent f1xed you -- as
organ1zer of the evaluatfon -- may neverthe]ess ‘be able to 1nf1uence
them in such a way as to promote use.

The first factor- c]uster has "set the stage": on wh1ch the eva]uat1on
'unfolds, the "context“ factors wh1ch provide the’ fremework within whlch

f

r
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the eva]uat1on 'is conducted Factor Cluster B, 1n contrast, concentratés

more heavily on the human factors which p]ay an 1mportant part in the

evaluation use process Thus,,Factor C]uster B 1nvolves "jdentifying and

organ{zing the eva]uat1on s part1c1pants. We inc ude 1nxth1s c1uster

- such things as the character1st1cs of the eva]uator and the pr1mary

potent1a1 uses of she evaluation." o - .

Factor C]uster C, "0perat1ona11z1ng the 1nteract1ve process," repre-
sents a tranS1t1on po1nt in gur. organ1z1ng for eva]uat1on use. Factor
CTusters A and B refer mainly to the p1ann1ng stage of the evaluation, to

those,activjties that are carried out prior to the actual conduct of the

| evaluation. Factor Clusters C and D deal mainly with conducting and re--

porting the evaluation Tiself. Here we begin to considef.the period when

the 4va1uat1on processes actua]Ty take place. Prior to this po1nt we
were anticipating future act1ons, Factor C]uster C rem1nds us. that it is

time fer carry1ng out these p]anned act1ons Here is where we "M put

§—

into pract1ce the steps we've p]anned guided by the -examination of Factor

_ C1usters A- and B.. If the planning job has ‘been 'done well then the eva]ua—

.

mid- course adjustments. : P .

a

The act1v1t|es suggested by the content of Factor Cluster C w111 to

a 1arge extent, determine the 1nformat1on ava11ab1e for use. Thus, the

questions of what that 1nformat1on actua]]y compr1ses and of how it gets

"

of eva1uat1on use.

. Factor C1uster D, "Add1ng the f1n1shing touches,f the 1ast of the

[y

' - -89-

-tion should proceed smooth1y; if not, it's st111 not too late to make some -

“transmitted to potential users become increasingly 1mportant to the 1§sue .
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_ factor clusters, reprasents the f1na1 phase in maximizing the potent1a1
f for evaluat1on-use. This faftor c1uster be1onns to. that’po?nt in the '
'eva1oation process where most (if not all) of the information has been
collected. In the earlier phasess you considered those characteristics
F;_of_thew§ystem and of users that miéht make a difference in era1uation |
jmpact. Now, In Factor Cluster D tha fruits of _the eva]uat1on process
are displayed for all to see and to comment -upon.
| 0f course, there is still work to be done. Once all the information
is-available, it must st111 be commun1cated effectively to the right
- people, presumab]y the identified users. The'ueers;hOpefu11y, will live
up -to their des1gnat1on and actua11y use the 1nformat1on in some mean1ng-

- ful way. .As you might expect. from th1s brief rat1ona1e, the components

of -Factor CEg;ter D are more heav11y weighted toward human factors once
agajn. After a11, peop]e are the users of any eva]uat1on. Of course,
you will have done your best throughout the course of the evaluation to
-increase the 11ke11hood that eva]uat1on w111 be “heard" —— w111 con-

~tribute .to the rat1ona11ty of dec1s1on mak1ng , N

o

Now that we've outT]ned “thé range of factorS“repre§ented—by”Ehe”“——f*—
factor clusters, let's ‘apply the factor pattern in looking at organizing
for eva]uat1on use. In-this Way, we're sfre you'11 be able to understand

- in a d1rect, pract1ca1 way the 1mportant features of. the pattern that

we've out11ned so ‘ar° the 1nterdependence of the factors, as well as

+

their re]at1ve autonomy, the 1491ca1 order in wh1ch the 1nd1v1dua1 factors

and the~factor c]usters are-presented, and the 1ex1b111tz of ‘the pattern
" as a who1e, which a110ws you to adJust 1t and app]y 1t to your own
-go- - y




' arganiza;ional task. \\mfﬁ_ Ne | -
Hilltop - . . o .

. For this initial exercise, we 've constructéﬁ a hypothet1ca1 case

-

study of a schoo] d1sf?1ct ("H114top") in wh1ch a Federai]y funded

% bilingual educat1ona1 program ("SABER") is due for a third-yeaf eva]ua—
f>£ﬁon. After'the brief description of the program and its cast of'char-

' acfersa we'll point out some of the genera]'feaﬁures of the case study
that you'll want to keep in mind a%-xgg_organizé the "Hj]]top" situation
for a more useful eva]uétion. We'll a]sg'out11ne some of the many
evaluation-related topics of concern raised in the Hilltop context. It;
is around one of these selected questions that, together, we'll apply .
the factor pattern to the chdi1enge of organizing and b]adning for

greater evaﬁuatioh ise. A : |

i
_____

The H111top Case Studzﬁ . : : T

_ Th1s is the second year of Hilltop d1str1ct S federa]]y
funded b?]ingua] education project, SABER (Student Achievement

through Bi]ingué] Education Resources). -In']ihe wjthloverall

“school d1str1ct po11cy of the last few years, SABER emphas1zes'
bas1c reading and math sk1115 The project's goal is to pro-
. v1de a. smooth trdns1t1on into an all1-English ;urricu]um. Six
" of Hilltop's 10 elementary schddfs participate in SABER: The
project funded students are concentrated 1n grades K-4
‘ ref]ect1ng the area 's recent and rap1d 1nf1ux of Mexican and.

4

' Centra] Amer1can 1mm1grants

. - -91-
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The project in Hilltop was instituted 1n‘response/to
'Federal‘guidelihee concernihg non-Engiish speék?ng_enro]]-i
ment figures There was, at least initia]]y, nozdemdhd'for._
.a b111ngua1 pTOJECL in Hilltop's sma]] Mex1can-Amer1can

7y
commun1ty or- from the recent]y arr1ved Span1sh speak1ng

res1dent§. Npr was there much support for a b111ngya1 edu-:f
catienal.project eﬁong members of/H111t;p's board o%:educa;
tioh;tsevera1 members, in fact, vgiced‘doubts'about the
'eff1cacy of wsing Spanish langﬂage 1nstruct1on as a bas1s

for later 1earn1ng Eng11sh. Dur1ng SABER's first year, the\
board's‘attjtude weS'"wajt;and see." The H1T]top super-
intendent was eomewhat more supportive of SABER; but'due '
more te the project's emphasis on'basicbs§g11s\thdﬁf?ts use
of Spanish‘for/instruction. The'hoardfehd the superintehdent
are weil aware, h0wever, that H%]]top is -in somewhat ofoe
vregiona] spotT‘ght'beeaUSe of the district's rapid dem64'
graph1c fhanges w1th other d1str1cts watch1ng ‘to see how _

. (and_-how" we]]) H111top dea]s_w1th4the prob1pm . -

SABER is operated centra]]y from the district office
by Mrs. Mary Torres, the director ~ She 5upervises SABER in-
'struct1on at all six schoo]s arranges for per1odﬂc in- :
service tra1n1ng for all Title VII teachers, and 1s the pro-
ject's ch1ef dec151on-maker in matters of personne] and cur-
_r1cu]um. Mrs Torree also oversees the procedure for

initial student identification and 1atervtrehsfer to

- — . /
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‘regu1ar school c1assrooms even though these. procedures are
hand]ed on a day -to-day bas1s by Title VII teachers at each
'school usingvprOJect-wide surveys;~tests, and teacher assess-
ment forms. | _" ‘-
- As director, Mrs. Torres organizes th;\gequired district
bi]ihgua] adVisory committee.which fike its coonterparts at
each pr03ect site in the d1str1ct, serves as: an information
channe] to the Spanish- speak1ng commun1ty in H11]top The .
| committees.exercise no_rea] policy-making ro1e; a]though -
most members do part{cipate in bi]ingu‘H classrooms as aides
or occas1ona1 volunteers. This direct exposure. to SA&ER, as.

well as Mrs. Torres' efforts to keep the comm1ttees 1nformed

¢ i

of project progress and test resu]ts, has 1arge1y d1spe11ed
the concern of some parents with the idea of teaching in
Spanish. Their fifst priority.is the1r ch11dren S acqp1—
sition of Eng]1sh

Only at the most heav11y Span1sh speak1no prOJect e

'school, Mason St. Elementary, where almost 85 percent of
the 630 students“ane'in biiingﬁal ciasSroons,rhas Mes.
Torres named a'site-leve1cSABER.“coordinator“ to'ease-some
of her adm1n1strat1ve and superV1sory burden.- Mr. Edward
Lopez, Mason St.'s vice- pr1nc1pa1 and federa] prOJect coor-
dinator, is an exper1enced reading and ‘math teacher and has
"taught in b111ngua1 projects outs1de Hilltop. "He 1s re- f

spons1b1e for ‘much of the 1mp1ementat1on and superV1s1on at

-
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the classroom level. But becaus//of h1s vite- pr1nc1pa1 "'\\z

1
duties, Mr. Lopez depends on teacher reports, test scores,

f,

.

and other secondary sources of 1nformat1on 1n mak1ng mest
, ~ SABER-related decisfons, e.g., student p]acement, main-
e D-_stream1ng, cho1ce of materials.’

- The annua] SABER evaluations are done by Dr. George
Johnson: the H111top d1str1ct s head of program research
-' 'Because of the federa1 project gu1de11nes, the emphas1s of

Q :the year]y reports, which. are sent on to the federa]
authopities and to the Hi1ltop board of educat1onr is on
the\s udents' scores on nat1ona11y—normed ach1evement )
tests| But it-is. Mrs Torres who, in her role as the pro-
'Ject administrator, uses thesevprOJect-w1de and 1nd1v1dua1
school test scores as a v1ta1_part of the dec1s1ons she
must nake on teacher assignmént; student p]acement, strenthen- C
iné weak c]assrooms, choos1ng appropriate 1n serv1ce train-
ing procedures, and subJect area mater1als, expans1on of SABER

el I
into upper grades, and so forth As a former teacher in bi-

lingual proaect« howeVen, Mrs Torres recognizes the 1qbor-’
- T
tance of c1assroom act1v1t1es not measured by standard1zed

tests? As a resu]t, she s negot1ated w1th Dr Johnson for

¢

addit1ona1 eva]uat1on tasks;«1nc1ud1ng c]assroom observat1ons;
'per1od1c rev1ews,of ‘the criterion- referenced tests and. 1oca11y-‘

N produced curr1cu1ar mater1als, and a}number of’ presentat1ons ’
\

”and d1scu551ons of the eva]uat1on f1nd1ngs w1th SABER S teachers
. L . . \ ) 3 . . . y,”

| .o~ -~
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SABER's f1rst annual eva]uat1on proved to 52 a p1easant |
surprise to everyone 1nvo]ved It showed SABER students scor-
ing large gains. in math and Span1sh reading and Sma1}er but
encouraging gains in English reading. The gains were greatest

- 1n'theﬁjower grades, where the Superintendent and\board had\‘
most emphasized 4i11top's back-to—basics po1{cy, and were |

J. qua11y d1str1buted among a11 *$ix SABER schoo1s The test
resu1ts did much to so11d1fy‘5upport wnth1n the d1str1ct

' adm1n1strat1on and ‘in the’commun1ty, and they contributed as
.we11.to acceptance of the'project's native-1anguage approach.
_Some teachers\at Mason St and elsewhere, however, st111 at-
tr1bute the ga1ns to the 1ower student~1nstructor ratio made “

» poss1b1e by federa]]y funded,proJect aides rather ‘than to the.
b111ngua1 method 1tse1f S x

oo Both Mrs Torres and Mrl Lopez have become eSpec1a1]yi
concerned w1th the resu1ts from the second year eva1uat1on.j
‘Not on1y were the test score| gains 1ess than’ the preced1ng

year, but teacher reports and month]y cr1ter1on-referenced

I'h_‘“‘

' tests conf1rmed a decline aqter the,f1rst year S strong per-’

formance - Their quest1ons at th1s po1nt are: are these ‘in-

L

'd1cat1ons of a dec11ne accurate? If so, what are the poss1-
ble reasons (e.g., mater1a1s? teacher execut.on? nat1ve- K \\Q

1anguage f1rst approach?) Mrs Torres a]ready has Some

-~

tentat1ve answers, drawn from her own experlence and .

ﬁ »occas1ona1 observations in thevschools,,but she is countt?g
;. . Lo < . : N - . o .

YR 4-95-
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cn the“eValuation to provide specffic data» Looking ahead to

K

, the consequences §of" the coming th1rd-year evaluation, Mrs.

’
' ~

Torres perce1ves some proJect risk in that the school board

© may dec1de not to cont1nue the proJect However,_p rsona]

r1sk for most key- personne], 1nc1ud1ng Mrs -Torres, s mini-
m1zed s1nce they a]] have tenure w1th1n the d1str1ct Reas- '

sngnment for\Mrs Torres, though, wou]d undoubted]y entail a

.loss of status and author1ty For the teachers 1nnthe project,

a lack of proaect cbnt1nuance m1ght we]] resu]t in some 1ess

Edes1rab1e ass1gnments. . -

l

Mrs. Torres. sees a certain urgency in qbta1 1ng the eva]u—
/
at1on data dur1ng this com1ng, third year of the proJect. .

E] )

First, she recogn1zes that the .edera] fund1ng will be term1—"

'nat1ng at the end of the year,and there will be the necess1ty

© for the schoo1 board and d1str1ct adm1n1strat1on to make a

dec1s1on on whether the proJe;t w111 be cont1nued as a-

a

d1str1cn—funded act‘v1ty ' She is aware, thatothese dec1s1ons ’

will need to be made in conJunct1on with the d1str1ct budget

e

hear1ngs for~the~fol1ow1ng year,-snnce_they w111 :wvo]ve

teacher reass1qnmenti and may potent1a11y affect the h1r1ng

of new personnel with1n the d1str1ct. She a]so recogn1zes -

'I

_~the necess1ty ‘of making the board aware of the upcom1ng

dec1s1on fac1ng\them and of prov1d1ng appropr1ate eva]uat1ve

information that might be used as a part of that dec1s1on

-96-



Mrs. Torres also sees the possibility that the evalua- -
t1on data will contribute in other ways. She,WOUI&\hOpe :»x:, -

) that eva]uatlon data wou]d provide 1ns1ghtsvthat she°might
. ~f1nd he]pfu] in mak1ng progect decisions about c]assroom .
mater1als or in-service strateg1es throughOut the current "
yeart That 1s, she sees -the evatluative data as. serv1ng pro-
gram improvement purposes throughout the course of the up- |
coming year, in add1t1on to 1ts potent1a] for 1nf1uenc1ng

A dec1s1ons abouc subsequent 4’und1ng

Hi]]top An Overview’ B . L o .

The H1]1top case descr1bes a project that enjoys a certain amount

Pl

of d1str1ct support because o} the appropr1ateness of its 1earn1ng ob-

~

jectives and the concern about educat1on of students from b111ngua1

e

a backgrounds Moreover, 1t ga1ns\some reSpect throughout the district by
virtue df the p051t1Ne test scores at the end of the f1rst year How-‘\
ever, based upon the second-year va1uat1on there have "been some

g»quest1ons raised about whether. program ga1ns are "rea1 “? Apparent]y,

\\the failure to atta1n the same ‘large ga1ns 1n test Scofes as in the :
'> rst year have 1ed to some quest1on aboutfthe 1mpact of the program,
M:\EOver, these concerns have been fort1fied by teacher reports dur-

- 1ng the\year Of concern then, dur1ng this. th1rd year, 1s prov1d1ng _f

~,add1t1onaT\student outcome data to c1ar1fy the authent1c1ty of pro-

‘ject 1mpact on' udents Furthermore, 1t is 1mportant to ga1n some

, 1ns1ghts 1nto c1assroo 1nstruct1ona1 proce;&eSa(mater1a1s, in-.

'.‘l'» T - \




contribute most.to changes in student test scores. It is hoped
that’thfs instructional process/data could be used to further improve
the'project in,the:event that it is continued as a regu]ar-distf%ct3 |
'program ﬁj | | _
Ln exp]or1ng the potent1a1 of .the evaluation to contr1buté tou~
proéram 1mprovements as well as to any u1t1mate dec1s1on on prOJect
o cont1nuat1on decisions, we shou]d keepfkn mind three 1mportan+ features

of the Hilitop situation. F1rst and foremost is the central role

p]ayed by Mrs. Torres, the project d1rector Her actions and'influence

reach every aspect of the proaect, and as d1rector, she a]so dea]s ‘
d1rect1y w1th every group or. agency that has an 1nterest in SABER, in-
c]ud1ng Dr. Johnson, the evaluator. Remember that 1t was Mrs. Torres.

-who dec1ded what additional ev 1uat1on tasks beyond student test1ng,'»,
were ‘to be conducted, and it is Mrs. Torres who will f1rst rece1ve‘§;e
eva]uat1on s findings. Not all the proaoct-re]ated dec1s1ons are takend'l
by the director alone, of course, nor can she comple tely contro] how
others pefce1ve SABER But Mrs Torres is 1in the pos1t10n of be1ng able

to- prov1de eva1uat1on based 1nformat1on that others wi]] take into ' .

account and as sucn She 1% clearTy‘the person who ‘will be expectﬁd to

‘organ1ze fOT eva]uat1on use.

5

The secon /feature of the H111top case 1s the mu]tip]1c1ty of
\
potent1a1 usens of the eva]uat1on the program d1rector herse]f SABER

and other teachers Mr Lopez, the program 3 Mason St s1te coord1nator,.

-inthe distr1ct s super1ntendent and board of educat1on"the Parents

AdvisoryQCounc11 the Hil]top community at 1arge, and the state and

3
’\

N . .“' .
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federal authorities who.fund the project Each is at a different
A
1eve1 of author1ty or 1nf1uence vis-a-vis SABER, and each w111 find

uses for the. eva1uat1on that ref]ect that pos1t1on . The same

eva1uat1on 1nformat1on ~-- student test scores, for examp]e -- m1ght

be used by‘teachers to re- group students in SABER c1assrooms and by
“the Hi11top schoal board to. dec1de on continued fund1ng of the project.
| L1kew1se, *some users will be concerned with a-wide range of evaTuat1on.
. topics while other users w111 1imit their concern to a. few—spec1€ﬂc

top1cs "By way of: examp]e, contrast Mrs. Torres, who deals with every

aspect of SABER and the commun1ty s b111ngua1 advisory commlttees, o
.whose role is pr1mar11y oneY of pub11cﬂrelat1ons — ////////

o B L

~—____The th1rd feature we have bu11t 1nto the H111top case is the

var1ous k1nds of uses that each user group can make of the eva]uat1on

AM Torres, as project adm1n1strator, cou]d herself use the information
in her choice of curr1cu1um mater1a1s This is an example of an action
use. Another act1on use of the eva]uat1on would be the Board's consi-
deration of the eva]uat1on fjnd1ngs and recommendations when it dec1des-
on project continuation. Action use_may'also'be_made by a project mem- -
ber who may hold a desser adm1nistratfve or non-adninistrative role.
For examp]e, s1te coord1nator Lopez m1ght use the 1nformat1on prov1ded
by Mrs. Torres to better understand the strengths and weakneSSes of the
Vteachers .and thus,to be better ab1e to superv1se them effect1ve1y B
Mrs Torres efforts to change\Jdeas or att1tudes about SABER, in
'contrast,|are what we: have ca]led conceptuaT use (e g s conv1nc1ng

B -
- ‘ S T"gg"'k



| Hi]]tbn parents and other districts that SABER's native language approach

\Mts effective). Another conceptual use occurs when the parent adtisory
committees are provided with.information.they can use to consq];date

—-support for the project.in the coﬁﬁunity.. Note again that Mrs. Torre¥, .
as oﬁbanizer of the evaluation, is the central figure.

Organ|z1nggfor Eva]uation Use

As she plans,. then for organ1z1ng the Hilltop evaluation to maxi-

A
mize the potential for use, Mrs. Torres w111 need to attend s1mu1taneous1y
to several evaluation topics as well as the potent1a1 user groups 1nterestedh

in each of those topics For examp]e here is a samp]e of severa] top1cs /
!

re]evant to the SABER project evaluation: ' L
o What accounts for the decline in student\\th1evement, an;\\\\\\

J
what modifications, if any, should be made.i project j
operation? . , » /

<

0 How should Mrs. Torres alldcate her. time as administrator
-to. best increase the 1ikelihood of program improvement? /

o Non- biiingual proaect”teaehers have’doubts about the.
appropriateness and the efficacy of SABER s native 1
language first approach. . /

T
o If SABER is to be expanded, recommendations will need to be
‘made about staffing, grade levels to be included, project :
———————————————eperat1on gu*de11nes;wcurr1cu1um, Qudget, and the 11ke S
We have rev1ewed these top1cs and se]ecteé one for our detailed case N
study. The exerc1se focuses on the actions t be taken by Mrs. Torres te
maxinfze eva]uat1on use. Now, consider the 71tuat1on Mrs. TorFes is |
\
facing. It's the’ summer before the third year of the proaect, and she' s/
considering the eva]uat1on to be conducted ur1ng the next school year./
-100- | };

B o o . : /
. . . //‘
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She has identified a prime evaluation top1c - name]y, the decision the¥%§b'
board w111 have to make about whether they will fund the program out of.
district monies after this, the third year of operat1on under federa1
_ funds.. She has also 1dent1f1ed the schoo1 board as the potential
‘eva1Uat1on user in this context. In addition, Mrs. Torres herself
f intends-to-use the eva1uation for purposes of program 1mprovement She
is concerned; therefore, about being sufficiently attent1ve-to those .
factors which can maximize the impact ofithe;third-year evaluation, with .
the u]timate goal of he]pﬁng to nahe the evalnation information more
1nf1uent1a1 to the deC1s1onmak1ng process. | - |
As Mrs. Torres is deciding how best to proceed, she turns to Factor
C]uster A as the most logical ‘starting point, since she needs, in
Dessence, to "set the stage" for the evaluation. As Diagram 1 previously
reminds us, the factors within'this cTuster.are: pre-existing evaluation
bounds, user 1dent1ty, program characterist1cs, 1ntra-organizationa1:t
features, and externa] features If you were in Mrs. Torres p1aee,[you_
would likely spend a great deal- of t1me and effort examining eaeh of

these faCtors in deta11 as it re]ates to, this °va1uation S1tuation How- -

: ever, we don t want to e1ther overwhelm you or bore you w1th an “
exhaustive cr1t1que. Thus, 1n our d1scusS1on we wi]] take a more, g]oba]q‘
view of the e1ements within each of the factor clusters and conS1der *, :?"

on]y some of the kinds of th1ngs ‘that Mrs Torres m1ght do at: each stage \\

: of the process. . o o - L ~*v;‘ TN

In ‘the pages which/foJIow, we'll phrase our discuss1on in terms of

the prob]ems that Mrs Torres faces during ‘the course of the year, and
TR ? SRR » o '
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the procedures she follows in dealing with these problems. To help you
better ¥&late the discussion to the factor clusters, we'll provide a

‘reference point in the left margin.
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SETTING THE STAGE

Problem . _
| Because this is a federally- funded project, Mrs. Terres
\ ' ' is knowledgeable about her obligations to satisfy the federal
regulations regarding eya]uation.* One. of these regu]ations
is the reporting of norm-referenced test scores._'Mrs. Torres
N well aware that‘there is’somepdiscrepancw betWeen’the&”,_A
firstQand‘second—yéar test Score results; in fact, the federa]
- : program monitor wasted 11tt1e time getting on the phone to
Pre-existing A\
evaluation - her after receiving the second-year ew\{uation report.
bounds Resolving this apparent discrepancy 1s, therefore, one of the
pre~ ex1st1ng bounds on the eva]uation -- not Just because Mrs Torres
/ . am d t h e federal mon1tor are concerned about this aspect,

/ ’ _ but also: because Mrs. Torres knows that the board will be ask-

/ ' '1nguabout-1t later.

’ \  Possible Actions

/ - - “

_How would you’organize the eva]uation in order to respond

to this pre- existing constra1nt7

i
i

Organizing for Eva]uat1on Use /

Mrs. Torres decides that she needs to. make sure that the .
eva]uator understands exact]y what reporting requirements must '

be satisfied in terms of the federa] mandates, as we]] as

i H
N

i‘f" !




what-Qrocedﬁres are néﬁessary'to.carry oﬁf the hdrm-reférénced
test%hg. She wants to make certaig that this issue 15
.specified in the letter of agreement"With Dr. Johnson outlining
“his tasks in conducting theﬁévalﬁatidb,for the digtrict. If

- Johnson?ﬁ;re an evalqgtdr from outside the district, she would

- make ceftaih}that thesérjssyes_wgrg'g]arified'jn;the evaTuatbr‘é.
,cggtrqct; sincé Johnson is a member of Hi]]ﬁop's gfséafch And

Evaluation: staff, there is no formal contract.




SETTING THE STAGE

Proh1em | - ' ’
The present H111top Board of Educat1on 1s compr1sed of -
f1ve members, e]ected at 1arge from the commu11ty Of these
. five members, three are "old timers" and two_are new. Mrs.
Torres knows that of the three "old" members, *wo of them are \ B
statistically-oriented and have in the past closely scrutinized>
User ‘l the standardized test results. The third "old" member is
identity T
d1strustfu1 of numbers and statisticss and reacts negat1ve1y
to having to examine‘the test results as they were previoUs]y
reported. The two new members are fair]y.unknown qyahtities
"in ters of their attitudes toward statistical data, but Mrs. Torres
_does know that they are inexperienced in nducah‘ona?

- matters and know 1little cbout the d1str1ct S programs -~ part1-

cu]ar1y SABER'

Poss1b1e Actions

How can Mrs. Torres p]an to respond effect1ve1y to the range

& of users represented by the current Board members?

’ - . - X \ v
- . . . .
- : . . .
« . o :

0rgan1z1ng for Eva]u t1on Use

w Mrs Torres dec? ded on a two- pronged approach to rh1s prob]em
F1rst, she dec1ded that the eva]uat1on report shou]d llave se\era1

d1fferent features ‘nan in the past for. examp]e, e shou1d be

. ?f .
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- ° }
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© o

an appendik containing - techn1ca1 statistical dgta wh1ch will

~ be targeted to the two "o]d" board members who are 11ke1y to

!

P

want such data ava11ab1e there shou1d be an exetut1ve summary

s >
" which presents in narrat1ve ‘form the same 1nforma- ' =
2 . o 2

tion in terms that the non-statistically or1ented boardjmembers
"~ can interpret. Second, she rea11zes that she w111 need to try
~to obtain adq{tjonal 1nformat1on abOut the two new, board members,
plus she will need to provide tnformationtto themiabou; the
project, its goals and its operating procedures. L
Mrs. Torres confers first with Dr. Johnson, téfgqert_him to
the need for preparing'both tbe statfstica] appendix and an -
eXecutive\summary as part of"his eva]uation repeﬁt. Nextr she
.sends information about the‘project to.the new béard members and
- invites them to persona]]y visit and observe 1n SABER classrooms.

“

Finally, Mrs -Torres tries to identify any othfr personne] with -
/s

. whom she. is acquainted. who may be able to prov1de some. 1ns1ght \
/

into the two new board members - the1r 11kes dislikes, V1ews on

educat1on, etc. ‘ : / . '
. - ’ /"' N 7\ _
/
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°

SETTING THE STAGE.

Prob]em T k U
M 2 Torres’ 1s concerned that the board m1ght not
fully understand the 1nnovat1veness of the SABER program
Program: _ and, in part1cuLar, the nature ‘and rationale of the’ nat1ve- .
character1st1cs o E ‘
. language-first approach. Thqs,}she recognizes the possibility
'innovativeness - that the district might elect to provide program'funding
‘{n_the name;of;SABER but based on avdifferent concept’--f
e.g., teaching English first. In that event, she might
have to make the decision of whether to personaﬂly support
fund1ng a program~wh1ch does not emp]oy the nat1ve language
approach, or whether she is W1111ng to head another k1nd
: of program in order to both prov1de at least some spec1a1
“;" program to serve b111ngua1 students and maintain her own

pos1t1on in the district. : P

Poss1bTe“Act1ons : ‘ -

. What cou]d Mrs. Torres do to help reduce the 11ke11hood )
that the board will fund another type of program rather ‘than .

"SABER as it present]y is conceived?

0rgan121ng‘for Eva]uat1on Use

/. What Mrs. Torres needs to do is to gradua]]y exp1a1n
to the board over the course'of the year the nature of the

e . . program so that the dec1s1on at the end of the year does

S I T T —1 05»-__
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not subvert the or1g1na] intent of the program She hopes
that the board by that t1me w111/understand the' rationale
beh1nd mak1ng SABER a- nat1ve language f1rst program Torres
~also | has to Clar1.y that rat1ona]e and approach to Dr Johnson
so that the evaluat1on w111 be attent1ve to trying to assess

‘the 1nf1uence‘0f the nat1ve-1anguage-fjrst approach.

o

Y

'.'.._\\ o L. ,
Xy B -

N/

S0sa- - - -




o SETTIﬁ\\T STAGE

-

Problem . ' »,
. _ ) S . y ' 4 ]

° Mrs. Tonres notes that there are many :sources of
Intraorgan1zat1ona1 , : ) _
features " ‘"hehind the scenes" information which might play a role in-
other k1nds . oo -the board's decision.- She feels that some of these informa-

of information

' , t1on sources cou1d be recogn1zed and incorporated more

I ’ \

L formaT]y into the eva]uat1on She believes that attention

to these other 1nformat1on sources would minimize the- poss1b111ty
. of the board S 1gnor1ng the data provided by the eva]uator
in preference to- some other, unatti-ibuted data,wh1ch, they
maintain,‘js contradictory. dfor\examp1e, Mrs. Torres is
.aware thgt the board has in the past beenfvery'responsive
= N ‘to parent concerns and -opinions. ghe\remembers attending a

board meet1ng vhen a favorab]e eva]uat1on report of. a -

d1str1ct curr1cu1um was presented but the board citing

unspec1f1ed unfavorab]e parent op1n1ons of the curr1cu1um,

! o * /> asked the curr1cu1um staff to do maJor rev1s1ons

N ' . ' e .
N VR Poss1b1e Act1ons ° : -

i~

what~coqu Mrs:~ Torres do f1rst to 1dent1fy ‘the other -
“”f? '"WM:HY sources of information that might be reaching ‘the board and
second to 1ncorporate these sources within the framework

of the eva]uat1on?‘

’ o ' o © =106-, ' ' ' . o o




Qrganizing for Eva]uat1on Use

v

Mrs Torres needed .more 1nput for th1s prob]em, so

Y

she set up a meet1ng w1th Dr. George Johnson to see what -
he might suggest They jointly agreed that it m1ght be -
valuable to prov1de some 1nd1cat1ons of parent att1tude s
toward SABER Johnson in turn deve]oped a quest1onna1re |

to assess how parents felt about their ch11d" progress

. in the" program, whether parents wanted their children to.
continue to have the opportun1ty to part1c1pate 1n SABER

v e
the following year, and whether parents saw .some o+her \h: -

. types of 1mpact from the program (erqg., 1ncreased or 1mproved

;’d"conmun1cat1ons between parents and ch11dren, etc )

" In addition, Dr. Johnson agreed to keep’ h1s "ear to '
-the ground" in order to p1ck up on any other ’nformat1on
sources relevant to the board's decision process which

might be 1noovporated"dnto the éva1uation..sgrs Torres
wou]d also be on the alert to identify such extnp-evaluat1on

SQUY‘C&S. ' § B : ~
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) o
~ _ SETTING THE STAGE

. Prob]em
Mrs. Torres also recogn1zes ‘that parents are: not the
Intraorgan1zat1ona1' |
features: s - on1y 1nformat1on source within the community. Many t1mes
Other kinds peOpIe comment either favorab]y or unfavorab]y about ‘the ¥

of ipformation . ,
program who are. not connected w1th 1t It is 1mportant to

recognize that they.too may be a source of otherxinfofmetion

~ to the board. For example, several of the school board -
members belong to the Rotary C]ub and to the local downtown
mérchants association. There are always a number of peop]e

- who would ask: "What the heck are you guys do1ng at our
schoo1s? Having the kids walking around - _
jabbering in Spanjsh? Why don't you make them into~rea]_.
Americans? What kind of scho015 are you runnfng?. Are_they
just,p]eygrounds;thne kids speaking other 1anguages avoio

" _having to rea]]yvlearn2". o | ‘.

‘»Poss1b1e Act1ons ;

JUEL TR et Sk gy e et ALY
ORISR
N\ et

-

e Nhat can Mrs Torres do to counuer the potent1a1
negat1ve effects of uninformed pub11c comments ‘and a]ternate]y,

| 7:*to;cap1ta11ze on pos1t1~e pub]Jc op1n1on?




Organizing for Evaluation Use -

_-Mrs. Torres wants to mahe sure that potential uninformed
information does not impede on the decisioniprOCess and ‘
lessen the 1mpact of the eva]uat1on resu]ts Thus, she®
recognizes that it is 1mportant to mount a pub11c relations
effort which can prOV1de an exp]anation to the commun1ty at
large as to what the program 1s do1ng She a]so feels that .
idt is important to descr1be and Just1fy the conceptua] bas1s

J/for this kind of program. She writes an art1c1e on th1s _
‘topic for the local commun1tyvnewspaper, arranges to" bel"
1nterv1ewed by a 1oca1 reporter"&ﬁd‘talks to board members
about the poss1bi11ty of making a presentation at the
~Rotary C1ub meet1ng She 1nd1cates 1n her pub11c comments
that she will not be d1scussing the resu1ts of the eva]uat1on,"'
but she po1nts out that the program 1s be1ng eva]uated She ,:.
~also’ descr1bes the nat1ve 1anguage approach to 1nstruct1on |
and why it has been ad0pted for SABER.' She a]so emphasizes L
l'that peop]e are not being asked to accept this program on -
faith. She ment1ons the conceptua] basis for such a program :
and 1nd1cates that the board 15 open-m1nded about the 1ssue /
of whether or not 1t 1s working satisfactor11y in the H111topl’7;ﬁ
schoo1 d1str1ct. She confirms that the eva1uat1on 1s b ing
conducted by Dr. George Johnson, an expert from the d1s£r1ct s;j"
N 'Research and Eva]uation office, who w111 make resu]ts avai]ab]e“ .
‘ to the board 1n t1me for them to make project decisions

C . .107a--




IDENT xlNG/OPGANIZING THE PAPTICIPANTS '

‘Probiem R ' .

The major decision facing the project in the coming

/

User interest: year is whether it w111 be’ funded by the district. Mrs. Torres
questions and recognizes this TSSU& as the most 1mportant question the

concerns .
| I evaluation can he1p answer. . Nonetheless, even though there -

is already a gu1d1ng framework for the eva]uation in terms
of 1ook1ng at ‘the academic achievements of students and
certain other pre- spec1f1ed outcome measures, there may be
other concerns that the board members have expressed about
the pr0gram or 1ts operation that the evaluation can a1so :
help answer ’ ) _ '.

What "has been”particu1ar1y informative to Mrs Torres
in regard to 1dent1fy1ng what some of ithese other concerns
or questions might be have been her observations of schoo].
board meetings and her informal contacts w1th various

vm@fhboard members....She feels. that. she has. picked up a number .
of comments re1at1ng to other 1ssues beyond that of the test
scores that she feels the eva]uation shou]d respond to,

’both in terms of strengthening the evaiuation itself as a
responsive act1v1ty and in terms of providtng add1t10na1
:eV1dence that can u1t mate]y contribute to the board s

(3

decision making ‘ T *‘31 '. .

b4
t

4 f{ﬂfﬁ;[ﬁéé; .,??;]qgr.g . _[ﬁ'f;,‘/‘l.i;f."




Possible Actions - i | /'
j—“—“*‘what”nght“MrsTfTorres—doJ?o‘make—sure—that—theLusersL———-
other questions and concerns have been jdentified and will

be dealt with during the evaluation?.

Organizing for Evaluation Use '

: Mary’Torres feels that it is necessary for er’to get
together with George Johnson to consider the extent to wh1ch
. the eva]uut1on p]an would seem to.be respons1ve to the
quest1ons and concerns either expressed or 1mp11ed by the /
board members Johnson S plan had ear11er been subm1tted
anto her and had been approved she in turn ‘had sent an in-
formation copy to the»superlntendent. She now7th1nks that |
4 it might be he1pfu1 to have Dr. Johnson make 4 presentation"
to the board, wa1k1ng them through.the- eva]ua£1on plan. “ThE
“board wou1d khus have an opportun1ty toprovide their input
as to whether the 1nformat1on they need to satisfy their
individual interests 1s likely to be ava11ab{eathrough the
~evaluation as it 1s‘pre$ent1y planned. She deoides to make
contact with the superintendent to discuss this matter and

, to schedu]e a date for the presentat1on




IDENTIFYING/ORGANIZING THE PARTICIPANTS o o

Problem o - | ,

. Dr. George Johnson has been in the research and eva]uat1on'

Evaluator "~ unit of the schooT d1str1ct for a good many years. Recent]y,
characteristics: _ ' : : o

. .. *most of his assigned work has tended to be research oriented,
role : | et

requiring h1m to deve]op and implement 1arge sca1e data col]ec-
, . tion schemes Mrs. Torres is concerned about George s flexi- -
' b111ty in th1s regard during the coming’ th1rd-year SABER .
'eva]uat1on After all, the SABER prOJect is not a contro]]edv
i'c1ass1ca1 exper1menta1 s1tuat1on M Torres is a11 too well’
: aware that in the real world, data collection does not a1ways
occur as p1anned and on schedule. |

o There is another character1st1c -about Dr. Johnson 1n his

A) i~

Evaluator > role as prOJect evaluator which’ concerns Mrs. Torres Somet1mes,

characteristics: s
- ' when George is engaged in 1nforma1 conversat1on Mrs. Torres

potitical ;

sensitivity has obserVed that he doesn't know when to keep his mouth shut

when d1scuss1ng potent1a14y sens1t1ve 1ssues For examp1e,

Mrs Torres heard that George had been s1tt1ng around the

‘teachers' coffee room the other n1ght and, with a board member

s1tt1ng at the next tab]e, had been heard’to remark that he fe]t .
- S i the eva]uation s resu1ts wou]d 1ndeed confirm a continu1ng dec11ne.

'1n student ach1evement Mrs Torrest‘noting ‘that ach1evement ';,

.test1ng had not yet even begun worries that Johnson S remarks -

‘Wv;mav have been overheard by the board member and wou1d thus | 3 d

ref1ect negative]y 1n that person s minu 1n a11 future dea11ngs fft
. w1th SABER M Torres has a]ready heard from severa] teachers

' who were present 1n the room and who were upset that George s




remarks reflected negatively on their ' _ ' \\

teaching. ~

———"-‘*Nh++e—$orres—certa%n%yﬁrespeets¥Johnsonlsmright—to-ha¥e —_—
his 0¥ opinions, she also fee]s'that he needs to know when not

to express those opinions. In heh view, Johnson lacks political
Sens1t1v1ty to..the situation. surround1ng SABER. _He doesn't . .
seem to realize that as the evaluator of_the project, his expressed
-personal -views may be misinterpreted as evaluation evidence

by ‘casual listeners.

Possible Actions

what might Mrs. Torres do to encourage George to take a
more flexible attitude, towards data co]]ect1on under SABER's

| eya1uation plan and to let George know that'he'needs to deve]ope’-
more sens1t1v1ty to p011t1ca1 cons1derat1ons whe1 express1ng

his persona1 op1n1ons?

rgan1z1ng for Eva]uatlon Use ) - o
It seems clear to Mrs. Torres that she needs to have a
ser1ous ta]k with, Dr. Johnson abouyt his eva]uation role within
" the proaect There W111 be‘severa] aspec\s to this d1scuss1on.,_i
-At the more genera] 1eve1. she wants’ to re1terate to h1m the
"1mportance of the way he conducts the evaiuation. She w111
po1nt out that she knows how concerneo they both are about the

v |
. role the eva]uat1on will p]ay and the1rvmutua1 des1re to see

the eva1uat1on f1nd1ngs ref]ected in the dec1s1ons to -be made

a1
g; - 2.




by the board. She p01nts out, however, that he needs to be

willing to make adaustments to the way the data m1ght be co11ected

forvSABER For examp]e, some Of tﬁe“aata'may“ﬁermnsnng"mnrdxr~—
some externa] c1rcumstances Rither than just simply accepting
m1ss1ng values, George needs to be attentive to f1nd1ng another
%way to co]1ect similar- data-to. replace that wh1ch 1s m1ss*ng

~On a more personal level, Mrs. Torres witl aTso express
her concern to George aboutthe'way his Off-the.cuff/comments
could potent1a11y undercut the eva]uat1on and its usefulness
to the_board. ‘She aga1n ‘reiterates hom important the eva1uat1on
is to SABER's future and expresses the" hope that,1n fa1rness
to SABER and to all the people whn'are-working hard to try to
make it a success, no program-re]ated 1nformat1on be misinter-
preted by staff or by any board member pr1or to the formal releaseh
of eva]uat1on f1nd1ngs She feels that as a resu]t of their

ta1k George w111 be“more d1screet in his 1nforma1 conversations

when in pub11c areas of the schoo] N




OPERATIONALIZING THE INTERACTIVE PROCESS | N

‘Probl Em '
| \\\\- Mary Torres is aware that the evaluation has béen tak1ng
Informatton _ N place for a coupie of months now, but she hasn't - yet had much
‘dialogue: N
ro ' ‘direct feedback from Johnson.  She wou]d Tike to know what he
formative T . ~ '
. has “been observing and if there are any prob]ems that need to
'W;wfwzwww"“““'”“*”“““wﬂﬁbe”addressed“ “After all; progran 1mprovement is the primaiy =

goal of'formative’evaluat1on

' In addition,'Mrs Torres knows that 1t is 1mportant -to _
make sure that the District Office is aware that. the evaluat1on*:
'1S 1nd°ed in progress and that evaluat1on‘1nformat1on 1s being
used to effect 1mprovement in the current operation of the L i

progect

E . ' - Possibie Actions T - ’ Lo
L : . . N

What can Mrs. Torres do to 1ncrease the f1ow of eva]uat1on>

1nformat1on both to. herself and to the D1str1ct 0ff1ce?

' 1

. “

0rgan1z1ng for Evaluat1on Use:

- i

Torres suogests to Dr Johnson that he m1ght want to\meet .
with her on a regu]ar bas1s to keep her 1nformed about the results o
of his observat1ons and 1n1t1a1 data collect1on She alsc

suggests that he m1ght cons1der wr1ting a br1ef "status report" v_h :

.

or even a photocop1ed newsletter for distr1but1on every month.
. This nnnth]y update m1ght 1nd1cate what's happen1ng -- tentat1ve
,‘7-' ..ﬂ"'~h o .resu1ts -- and a descr1ption of, the k1nds of evaluat1on act1v1t1es'f;;

tﬁat are taking p1ace She po1nted out to Johnson that she,:7

i‘-‘*i-HO-V . 130 '




the project staff, and the top administrators to the district

might receive the report, aibng with people who are on the

Parents Counc1'1 Torreé Teels thatﬁEﬁéfs’t'éfﬁs reports witi ™
serve several purposes: it wi]]% 1ert her‘to fnitia] findings
and areas of potential concern, and it will alert teachers and
. other proaect staff to initial f1nd1ngs so that they can make
operat1ona1 changes “The presénce of th1s formative evaluation
reported to the district administration may,also help in
developing a sensitivity to'eva1pat{on'information and an

anticipation of the summative results.

~
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" Problem S i

/i
: “

: . / .
OPERATIONALIZING THE -INTERACTIVE PROCESS

/‘-‘"‘

i
i

Substance of
evaluation .
information,

Mrs. Torres has. bEen feeling good about the forthcoming

evaluation report She has seen severa] board members around
/
the district off1ce,,and they have-commented to her that they

are 1ook1ng forward to seeing the evaluation report and ‘feel

that it will be qu§te helpful to-them, 1n theyr decision mak1ng
She thinks that the substance of the report will be re]evant

/
- to the board's concerns, because she is aware of the amount of

attention that'she and Dr.’ Johnson have given to‘naking sure that

the 1nfonmat1on is "on target." Howeverﬁ’she has recently had

_ some s]1ght qpa]ms about the way th1ngs are going.

4

At last week s staff meet1ng, for examp]e, the topic of:

-

the parent éuest1onna1res came up and severa] teachers reported

that the returns from parents had been very low. The- parent
/

'quest1onna1re had been given to- children to take home. This o
y :

system usua]]y works fa1r1y we]] however, th1s has not~ been
the case with the SABER questlonna1re Mary Torres knows that -
Dr. Johnson has made a s1ncere effort to get part1c1pat1on

The/quest1onna1re was printed in both Span1sh and English; the

’cover letter seemed to her to be effect1ve in e11C1t1ng coopera- '

[

t1on Mrs. Torres theor1zes that the low rate of return may in

fact. be due’ to re]uctance on the part of fore1gn born parents

+ to part1c1pate in act1v1t1es that they - v1ew in some way as re]ated

to government.v She is not. qu1te sure. However, w1th the very

Tow rate of return (only around 10%) and v1rtua11y no responses

S 21M-




¢ on the open-ended quest1ons, Torres wonders whether Dr. Johnson

w111 be able to provide conv1nc1ng data to the board w1th
i P

—Tespect”™ to*the*quest1on”of“parent attitudes. ?

Poss1b1e Act1ons i

, w111 the eva1uat1on data be1ng co]]ected by Johnson on

parent attitudes and effects of . the prOgram on the parent ch11d
relationships be suff1c1ent? Wou1d the board cons1der the data n
relevant when there is such a sma11“response and no in-depth

. comments? What ‘can Torres do? | -

4

Organizing for Evaluation Use
. Mary Torres discissed the s1tuat1on with George Johnson..

‘She 1nd1cated concern and asked Johnson for suggest1ons They
Jo1nt1y agreed that it wasn't very 11ke1y that very many more
responses would come in. George recogn1zed the prob1em of the
poss1b1e reticence of b111ngua1 parents to comp]ete the quest1onnare
and suggested that there was a need for persona] contact “He- '
noted however, that he had 1nsuff1c1ent staff to conduct all ’
the 1nterv1ews necessary. He 1nqu1red of Mrs Torres whether the
teachers cou]d do a fo11ow up with a br1ef phone ca11 to each .
; of the parents._ Torres rogected th1s idea, 1nd1cat1ng that s e |

~did not want to b1as the eva1uat1on résuits with the part1c1-
pat1on of the teachers 1n the data co]]ection (part1cu1ar1y '
when a part of the data co11ect10n ca]]s for the ga*herlzg of

- D_anecdotal.data). Dr‘ Johnson and Torres agreed ‘that=it ght




T
4 .

strengthen the data bésq 1f“Jthson)Were t6 ébnduct several

: N . . . 4 ’ ~
+ home interviews of parepnts rardomly selected and write them up
as mini-case studfeé.to.sypp1ement the questionnaire datql .
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ADDING THE" FINISHING "TOUCHES

»

| Proplem . - o o : B

I ' . . Mrs. Torres has Just rece1veo some evaTuat1onv1nTOr;
R . -

,h mat1on from Dr. Johnson regarding the criterjo: referenced

.User commitment ‘- testing the teachers have been conducting during the .-
- to use - - - e . _ . : .
) fall. These results seem to'indicate that student

_performance is continuing to oec1ine.. Mrs{'Torres
" is initially inclined to doubt-these results, and to- .
assuée that there has been some mistake e1ther on George S —
‘ ) . part or else in the construct)on of- the tests themse]ves

Mrs Torres catches herseIf though, in the act of seem-

- 1ngiy trv1ng to 1gnore the eva]uat1on resu]ts -- certainly

_not a pos1t1on a use- or1ented ‘administrator should exemplify!

» But still ...? .
. ) ' ’ ' i
'Poss1b1e Act1ons . _
i Faced with this d11emma what c0u1d Mrs. Torrescdo? ‘
. Cy
Org§n121ng for Evaluation Use
. ) At f1rst Mrs ‘Torres dec1ded to conduct a qu1et investis
. * . , Vgat1on jnto whether the tests themse]ves c0u1d perhaps be the
'\\‘ . cause of_1nva11d eyaloat1on results. She qu1ck1y found, how- -
B ) ever,‘that the tests aidrin tact,. ef]ect the curr1cu1um -
After br1ef d1scuss1ons with George, she conf1rmed that. the
. ;f\_ ..' resu]ts had.been.presented accurateﬂy Mrs. TOrféﬁmdec1dEd




*in the absence of a prima fac1e reason to doubt the eval-
uat1on resu]ts, she shou]d accept them as va11d and Took
~e1sewhere'for~the—exp1anatnoneasmto.the lowered student
-achievement;' She realizes that she had been'somewhat‘
neg]ecting her supervisory responstbi]ities;as droject
adm1n1strator and decides to begin observ1ng aga1n d?f‘“"”
the SABER classrooms and keeping in closer tOUGh,W1¢h,th§WKW@q,
teachers. She also makes 2 specia] effdrt to get.in touch*
with parents who have in the past been w1111ng to provide . ¢
:her feedback about how the program was affecc1ng the1r |

) ch11dren to get their perceptions of th1s year 's prdgram
voperation. What she fthds,ésomewﬁat*to,her surprise, is’

- that seVerat of the teachers were not 1nzfact falTéwing

the planned program of instruction. = Thus, is-it not
surpr1s1ng that student ach1evement s 1owered on the
cr1ter1on referencedg=tests which are geared close1y to the
SABER-curriculum. lRea]1z1ng that her ]n1t1a1 negat1ve reacf |
tions to Georgets ftndings were unwarranted, she dnvites
Georgs to attend a‘meeting of the project staff'to<discuss

the content areas covered by the next set of criter*;n-reterf
'enced tests. She also asks George to ass1st her Ey vjsitingk
" more often 1n those c]assrooms which she has 1dentitiedvas not
fo110w1ng the.prescr1bed cqrr1cu]um p]an. As a*resdlt ofithispV
episode, Mrs. Torres reconfirms her commitment to using the

evaluation résults in-her own supervisory activities.

~— ) o
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’ ADD‘ING THE FINISHING TOUCHES

Prob]em
Dr. Johnson has comp]eted h1s final eva]uat1on report

_ §
for SABER and has d1str1buted it to the board members - Now

\

Evaluation . it's the- even1no of the board meet1pg at wh1ch George is to
.reporting

: -forma]]y present hls report So far th1ngs seem to have
User commitment gone we]] the board members have been 1istening attentxvely

to use .
T T and there have been o externa] 1nterruptions dur1ng h1s e

presentat1on M1dway through George s summary, however, one
of the new board members interrupts and says, "Wait a m1nute,
o Dr Johnson, I Just don't: understand what all these test R
| 'qf1gures mean that you ve been ta1k1n§ about. "

i
i
i

Possible Act1ons

’ 7
- How shou]d George ‘respond to th1s quest1on?

0rgan1zing for Eva]uat1on Use

e

_ _ ueorge had been p1eased with the Job he d1d on the evalua-
:h; o p  tion report - he fe]t that it treated SABER and its accomp]ishq}
- o 4"Tments fa1r1y and accurate]y He had taken pa1ns to make sure'

| ‘ hfthat uhe report contained severa1 features des1gned to ease
the’ reader through the mater1a1 (for examp]e there was an
L(z - | : o executive summary at the beg1nn1ng, and an append1x w1th thewfm
| o - more techn1ca1 data at t:/(end ‘and severa] charts and graphsi.a
b

gvas appropr1ate within th od) of the text) However, hel‘ “ff




wanted to make sure~that he woujd do-the best job_he could
of<represeht1ng the SABER program in front of the board, so
he had requested a.meeting with ‘Mary Torres:the'week prior
to his presentat1on to get her suggest1ons ' ,. -

His meet1nq w1th Mrs; Torres was designed to be a
strategy session to bra1nsto I effeot1ve presentat1on tech~,
niques. One of the strateg1es they came up w1th was to- /"
,deve?op, but keep in reserve, -1ternate ways of anaiyz1ngf
and presenting the findings Thus when the quest1on arose
) during the actua1 board meet1ng, Dr. Johnson was ab]e to
- bring out severa1 of the v1sua]s he had prepared after h1s _
meet1ng with Mrs. Torres. These v1sua15 had been des1gned
'"speC1f1ca11y w1th the new board members 1n m1nd ant1c1pat1ng
w_the types of quest1ons they m1ght be 11ke1y to ask In deve]-
, op1ng these add1t1ona1 mater1als, George wanted to be respons1veT
| to the different 1nformat1on needs of the var1ous users and
the1r d1ffere1ng preferences for how they 11ked 1nformat1on },
presented Had quest1ons been asked by other more know]edgab]e :
‘board members request1ng further eva]uation, George wou]d have R

(been ab]e to bring out a d1fferent set of charts -which he had
' also prepared 1n ant1c1pat1on of the actua] event \ '
, Not on1y did fhe board members rece1ve add1t1ona1 exp]ana-'f
t1on and 1nformat1on from Dr \Johnson, but the very fact that
he’ was so we11 prepared to respohd to. th m 1ncreased the board 's

"conf1dence in the eva]uat1on and\cts f1nd1ngs
: ; . R E N g

v




Conc]us1on . )
0rgan1z1ng your evaluat1on for use ar0und the factor c1usters we have
descr1bed has advantages The patterns are 11nked by a- rea11st1c logic, a
 kind of logic that you have probabTy fo]]owed in other situations. In many
ways, it correspondsvnth the kind of systemat1c p1anned act1v1ty y0u would
| engage in to make __y_venture_successfu]. ‘No-less with”an evaluation s1tuat1onh
Your 1nitfa] concenn is with "setting the»stage" -- structuring the acti-
vity, deciding what you &aﬁ% to accomplish, and what’resources and constraints
will 11m1t your act1ons A subsequent concern lies with the 1ntended proce-
'dures and the var1ous actors Your concern as a-manager is be1ng aware of
‘ each how they operate and the ways that you can fac111tate accomp11shment
-of goals. _As an act1v1ty progresses, you become aware‘of act1ons that you."
i can take dur1ng the operat1ona1121ng of the process And, finally, as -
management act1v1t1es come to a c1ose you want to be assured that the f1n1sh1ng
»touches are added --'that a11 of your efforts are pr0per1y reflected in the -
end product. It is s1m11ar1y app11cab1e in most eva1uat1on sett1ngs yet
- sufficiently f1ex1b1e that it can be adapted to meet particu]ar needs. The .
evaluation c1usters s1mp1y "trans]ate" this k1nd of management th1nk1ng into -
the spec1f1cs of an eva1uat1on s1tuation , '
| In th1s chapter you have v1ewed the ways 1n wh1ch Mary Torres has been
. ab]e to respond to organ1zing for evaluat1on use.- In the next chapter, you

will. have an opportunity to app1y this factor pattern and 1ts severa] c1ustersa

:to a prob]em of your own choos1ng




_ CHAPTER V.
ORGANIZING FOR EVALUATION USE: /\

i

~ APPLICATION TQ/YOUR PROJECT |

At this point, if you've beéen foT]owing our line of reasoning,and the_

illustrative examp]es and scenar1os 1n the preceding| four chapters y0u sh0u1d '

-

be ready dea] w1th y0ur//nn progect s evaluation.

F'rst let's summar/ze the steps that have 1eJ up to th1s thresho]d

'We bedan by def1n1ng bas1c concepts such as eva]uatmon use, eva]uat1on user,

\

array of poss1b1e eva]uat1on factors, po1nt1ng out,a]ong the way ‘some. of ‘the’

““and’evaluation jagtgg (Chapter II) Next’, we ident%fied and‘described the :
1nterre1at1onsh1ps among- the d1fferent factors (Chapter III) F1na11y, we _,: '
A1dent1f1ed a factor pattern w1th four c1usters, prTsented a scenario,. and
exam1ned the factor pattern w1th1n the context of that scenario (Chapter IV)
,Now it's up to you to assume once aga1n your adm1n1strat1ve ro1e and to take
charge of organizing your own eva]uat1on s1tuat1on. o | |

Remembe. that the goa1 of th1s gu1de is to show"ygu,how'to organize_-

an evaluation so as to max1m1ze the 11ke11hood of use.: We have emphasized

that the more the various users are involved in the p1ann1ng, execut1on ‘and

analysis of the eva]uat1on the more 11ke1y it is Lhat eva]uat1on use, s we 4

7

* have def1ned it, w111 occur We have also emphas1zed that the more y0u “are
aware of the part1CU1ar factors present in the eva]uat1on s1tuat1on the more o

11Pe1y 1t 1s that you w111 be ab1e to exert a posiibve 1nf1uence on these :“ o

factors, to insure that they work_for, rather than against, eva1uat1on use.;;f( |

C~.§:3('4115f.,f_ - Voo



Organizing Your Evaluation

With these important reminders in mind, 1et us turn next to-the task of
organ1z1ng your own eva]uat1on "To he]p you in th1s 1mportant task, we have _
provided a series of worksheets ' one for each of the factor patterns w1th e

'wh1ch you should now be’ fam111ar. These worksheets are des1gned to a]]ow
i.you to note 1mportant 1nformat1on perta1n1ng to your evaluation s1tuat1on

47

~and to 11st some positive act1ons you and others can take to 1nf1uence eva]uat1on
use. C ' | -

' On the next Ppage, you W111 ‘find a d1agram of the four factor c1uster§

reproduced again for your reference. Th1s is to rem1nd you of the order in

which you need to cons1der—the factors wh1ch are most 11ke1y to affect your
eva]uat1on | P j e
) Fo]]ow1ng the diagram is a ser1es of four work§heets, one for each of_‘ " -
'the.four factor clusters. These four worksheets,are fo]]owed'by an enlargement
‘of part of Worksheet A, deaﬁing with the first factor cluster. Please tum

now to this practice Worksheet A (p. 126).

]

iy




Factor Pattern For Evaantian Use ,‘

| A Setting the Stagé |

Pre-existing evaluanon bounds
~ User'identity
Program characteristics -
" Intra-organizational features
External features”
oo
B Identlfymg/Orgamzmg the Part:clpants g

- User mterest in-gvaluation =~
- User commitment to use
~ | Evaluator characterisfics A S
i -backgroundhdentaty :
[ «Commitment to use . ‘
« willingness to involve. user in evaluatuon
« choice of role e
« political sensitivity
-« cridibility. |
Evaluation procedures—oplan .-
User professional style(s)
| | ¥
_ 4 , _
C. Operaﬁonalizing the lnteracnve Process-.

. Evaluation procedures—execution -
Substance of evaluation information - _ _
Evaluator commitmenttouse ~ . | "« .
" Information dialogue—formative
‘User infor’maﬁOn‘proces‘sirig preferences . |-

_ o « ~lm P e
37D Adding the leshing Touches

Evaluation reportmg __
_Evaluator characteristics (selected) |
Information dualogue—-summatwe 1

oK User commntment to use o




Organizing For Evaluation Use

!

| \//“v@m@nfm"

Evaluation Topicw

'fFactfor Cluster,A:

LA VAR g e T K AT

" Pre-existing evaluation bounds -

User identity

.Program characteristics.

-intra-organizational features

35 IIIIIIIIIID

External features

W:th respect to my own program and the above toplc i need to keep the followmg in mmd

T D A R R R g

Factor Affecting Use: Relevant !nfo_rmation: S Thlngs i Can D6 To Inﬂuence Use:
.k'v,.“._, . ’ ' . a . o ) -
| A-i. Pre-existing 1. ' i T
evaluation bounds ‘ -
* (written requirements;- .
" other contractual obliga- 2. 2. i
; tions; fisca! constraints) . '_ N
T . 3. 3
) a4 - 4. )
5. 5.
\\ )
. .\. . \‘ -
\ -~
- A-2\User identity /1. .
- (range; orgamzauonal » o -
- positions; professional " 2’ . L
~ expenence levels) -/ < : 2 // '
i - ./ . » ‘ 5
3. 3. '
, _//. : 4.’. 4. . !
( - / s -5
_ // .
///‘




Orgamzmg For Evaluation Use -

A\/@Th&@hwwi A Cotmed) - o

VR T S M R ST L e 2 Y

Factor,Affecting Use:, Re!evant-lnformatiovn: , I Thmgs 1 Can Do To Influence Use:”
. . N o . : Vi o

A-3. Program 1. ; 1. .

characteristics . ' ey

(age; maturity; innova-
- tiveness; overlap with | 2. | - 2

~ - other programs)

5 I - X N .
.\\ ‘_
\
- \
- A-4. Intraorganizational 1. " ' - 1...
features T .
(central/dlstnct office - . :
. roles & relatienships: 2. S E 2
. institutional arrangements ' _ :
& autonomy; other likely 3. - o 3.
_kinds of information; - . .
. perceived institutional , e -
. . & financial risk) - 4, . o . 4. _ e }
: _ o ] o, _ _ .
. 5 o 5
e~ i —_ \— o ‘ ' * }
A-5. External features 1. ' P 1. N . ' R T
_(community‘ggi_mate & - ; : T
, influence; role of other : -
agencies) 2 : .2
- ) ';.‘!g ’
3. ' 3
4 4.
5. 5




Organizing For Evaluatlon Use ' © | Evaluation Topic:

Workshe: et B

\

User commitment to use

4» FaCtOI’ ClUSter B: Usér interest in evaluation o - T e

Evaluator characteristics (selected) | <® <2 =® D3> -):-? A d

Evaluation procedures—oplar
User professional style (s) - .
W:th respect to my own program and the above tOpIC I need to keep the foIIowmg in mind:
b Pt o i N T AR ,.,-'i--‘** PR S e Vg A O A O e o 'm':":,.,u"r.i’.?f: L i t v.": BT
Factor Affecting Use; Relevant lnformat::ﬁf
B-1. User interest in 1. ' - 1,
evaluation : : A ]
-+(views about program;
-questions & concerns; 2. I -2
predisposition to eval./ L . .
. svaluator; need for eval.; o BN . T s, T =5
 expectations and risks ) \ - : .
- for the eval.) '
: _ 4. - .. 4, i
- : - v ‘ . . . . \ i T
5 5
N —, 5

B-2. User commitment 1. o RN )
- touse \ , T _ C _
N 2. | : 2.
3 3.
4 : 4.
5 - 8: -




e sma
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Organizing For Evalug

Worikshe

"'“\-yn B IR e RS AR S R

Factor Affecting Use:

2 B o 04 A AR W

-B-3. E\ialuator char-

ion iJse | :
_’ : t Continued) L

Rele ant lnformationg

1. 1-.
acteristics (selected) ' )
(background/identity;
credibility; choice of role; 2. 2.
willingness fo involve - N,
. user; commitirient to use; g 3,
political sensitivity)
4. 4.
5. 5.
B-4. Evaluation 1. , 1. . .
procedures—plan ' - ’
- 2. o2
! . 3. - 3.
- , \\\ -4.. ] ° 4.- -
— | ‘
) 5. 5. )
J} e 2
B-5. User professional 1. ) 1.
_ style(s) -
(administrative & orgam- . ,
zational skills; initiative; 2. 2.
openness to new ideas) ' N
: 3. 3
4, N 4. )
5. h i 5- Vi
, b




Organizing For Evaluation Use

- Evaluation Topic:

With respecf to my

S

Werkshest G
_Factior Cluster C: Evaluation procedures—execution ’
’ Substance of evaluation information ' -
Evaluator commitment to use SADDIDIDIIIDDD
) information dialogue—formative ' SR
User information processing preferences .

own program and the above topic, | need to keep the following in mind:~

Sy FEEHE AT

Factor Aifecting Use: - Relevant Information: Things | Can Do To Influence Use:
“C-1. Evaluation 1. B L 1.
procedures—execution : ' -
(methods to be used; o 5
dealing with mandated : : s
_tasks) ' S — .
3 e 3
> ) ‘ .
4. 4 "
. 5. 5
- . g
Yo
C-2. Substance of 1 L 1
.. @valuation information :
. (specific information / 2 2
selected; information : 2 .
: relevance to audience " )
~ 3. - ¢ 38 *
N :
4., . 4
5. c T 5.
’ 1, :




/

Organizing For Evaluatlon Use

VW@YLJ > & ﬂ (Continued)

Factor Affecting Use: Relevant Informq}iar“ '{hin‘gs I Can 'Do To Influence Use:
C-3. Svaluator 1. " i. A
_commitr 7 o /o
.) ! . 2' I3
3 _ 3
t : 4
5 E=N 5. ‘
C-4. Information 1. ' 1.
diaiogue—formative _ ‘ :
(amount & quality of inter- L _
action between evaluator 2 ‘ . -2
_“and user(s))
‘ -3 3.
- \“ - .
Vo 4 -4,
Vo -
5 _ 5.
C-5. User mformatlon 1. : _ 1. T el T ,
processing preferences B ’ N : o
v 2 2.
= - )
. : 3 3.
| 4 - 4,
5 5.




_ _ ) ' . . .
Orga}xizing‘ For Evaluation Use | Evaluation Topic:

Worlkshest-

Factor Cluster D Evaluation reporting St

Evaluator characteristics (selected)
" Information dialogue—-summative
‘User commitment t0 use : I N

N G R g

>

~leth respect to my own program and the above top|c l need to keep the followmg in mlnd

SRR Mt (N

Factor Aﬂecting Use Re!evant information: Thmgs 1Can Do To !nfluence Use:

D-1. Evalwu‘ation — 1 ' , 1.

reporting ’ ' -0

(frequency; timing; format .

of report; statistical/nar- 2 -.2

rative data; format of - -
_-presentation) 3. - 3

4 ‘ a
\ . ) ] :
\ ) .
B /—\ o/ N
v ) _

D-2. Evaluator char- 1. ' v . . e T .

acteristics (selected) . : : . N ' -

(commitment to use; - ’ '

political sensitivity) ~ 2 \ 2. -

X _\ 3 )
- 4- f‘. 4 i -:(, R
| : 5. 5 ‘ ’
-‘ . :‘




Orgamzmg For Evaluatlon Use . R . o A
V\ OF uﬁSj’T}@@i D Con’nnued)  ; S L

" Factor Affecting Use': . Relevant Information: . Thihgs,ICan Do To Influerce Use:'

PO T T e e Lt LN e e ] e e e g e e St R LT b 4 s ST T e e et Tat s me b e s e s e st ara g e e veren s o e s eares e marmanns B RO M

D-3. Information - 1. ' R I A .
dialogue—summative ° . o ¥ ' .

(amount, type and quality
of interaction between ‘ . A oo
evaluator and user(s)) R ) ) . - ' ‘ -

. -
. -
<
o -
. a
. B T T TS - R i
. -
&
.
. o -
. . B B N
'
- <
- . A

D-4Usercomm:tment 1, o T, : o A
- to use : : : {

' : -
’ 2. -2
s R, ..
’ 4, *
S—
R ) .
’ 3. - 3 .
R ’
-~ . . -
’ 4 4, 0
~ v AN N
A -
“ N
' st ¢ .- 5 -
N N
- A -
. °, . X B ’
' . RN % ~ .
N .
. O :
IS . N
& - : .
n
-
-
. - . °
b °
r - s © -

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




‘ 'Orgamzmg For Evaluation Use ' | Evaluat'ien'TOpic: | 7
Morksh
Pr@g&ace Wor xehee& AL
Factog__pluster A Pre-existing evaluatioﬁ bounds | °
ser identity ' L - - _
. Program characteristics ’ e I A e e A e X 2
' Intra-organizational features - B
'External features - . .'

. ?
Wlth respect to my own program and the above topnc l need to keep the follownng in mmd

‘Factor Affectmg Use:’ Relevant Intormatlon: L Things [ Can Do To Influence Use:
A-1. Pre—exisfing . S B o L 1. - :
evaluation bounds ' ) T o e
(written requirements; , : _ - S
~ other contractual obliga- 2~ . 2 e
_tlons, fiscal constraints) o cooe
3 3
4. T4
o 5. .. 5
. . 1
o i
o )
A-2. Useridentity . 1. | R
(range; organizational ' L » :
positions; professional . ‘ AT .
. -experience Ievels) 2. . R | 2.
S N 3
” L 4. 4 !
5. 5




. [N . 5 . : ' K l \

e e = - \

[} . o ' R - “ . ) o ' ' \

Co . - \ _

R Take a 1ook at the f1rst 11ne of the worksheet, 1abe]ed "Eva1uat1on
"Top1c " what you . shou1d do here is to 1dent1fy a maJor area of concern or‘a

major question perta1n1ng to your proaect that you’ want the evaluat1on to.
he1p deal with. Note that the eva1uat1on topic shou1d be phrased as a-question,
to make it.as .specific as poss1b1e Once you have 1dent1f1ed the appr0pr1ate _;i

. topic of your eva1uat10n situation, write 1t out on the space prov1ded Go\’ ,ok

ahead ‘and write in the book -- the practice worksheet is. prov1ded for just

. that purpose. As you can see, we have gone ahead and wr1tten out our eva1ua- . ?."“

3

“tion topic in the example below: T ‘ _ . "

- , Evaluation Topic: Lhall. e Rach, '
Organizing For Evaluation Use - [Evatuation T uﬂ

Prac’:cm\ﬁogﬂc negt A lndewar IR

. ‘ Factor Cluster A: Pre-cxisting evaluation bounds _
SN : - Usor identity _

A P e | P93I

k . Intra-organizational leatures : C

External fcalures

: With rcspect to my own program-and the above topic. | needo keep 'the following in'mind-:

Underneath the eva1uation-t0p1c'1s\reproduced_the particular factor
cluster under consideration, in this case, Factor‘tiuster A. The‘factor
' c1uster is fo1lowed by an arrow p01nt1ng to the right (-————-—-——%>)
Th1s arrow ind1cates that, once you have comp1eted your work w1th Factor -
Cluster A, you must proceed to Factor C1uster B, the next log1ca1 step in

your efforts to organ1ze the eva1uat10n S0 as to promote eva1uat10n use. \ -
Fo11ow1ng the factor c1uster, we' ve prov1ded a rem1nder phrase to Jog

your memory about your own program s characteristics as you con. :on to

f111,out the worksheet Underneath the reminder phrase, you'11 notice three-

'major:headings:'

. FACTOR AFFECTING USE |, RELEVANT INFORMATION | THINGS I CANDO TO |
A R S L U INFLUENCE USE




. The firstfoqumn 1ists theﬁindiv{duaI'tactors;hwhich were described
.jn|Chapter II1. ~we have a1ready'f111ed”dn'this 1nformation for you in
abbreviated form. In thedcaseqofVWorksheet A,‘the'first;factorkis identified

_uPre;eXistingevaluation'bounds " If'neCessary, take a’moment_to'look
back and refresh your memory about th1s factor | .l!”'
' In the second co]umn, "Re]evant Informat1on," ‘you ‘are asked to note
b'your observat1ons about each of the factors 11sted in the f1rst co]umn, as
"'\he factor app11es to your s1tuat1on Th1nk now about the eva]uat1on topic
, you ve just. ident1f1ed th1nk about y0ur program and 1ts operat1on,.th1nk
about what may be requ1red in the way of eva]uat1on 1nformat1on and about
what you may want to requ1re your evaluator to do to sat1sfy e1ther your
: own needs or those of the. other users, and fina]]y, th1nk about the fiscal _
- -and other resources available for the .evaluation. J .

After you have thought these questions through, Summarige»your thoughts_)
in the "Re]evant Information" column. To help youvorganize’your-observations,
we've provided a numbered 1ist in the\bIank co]umn' Use as many numbers.as
you need to write down all the re1evant 1nformat1on We've gone ahead and. -

prov1ded ‘our own comp]eted example be]ow R

i i

L .




Or nnlzln For Evaluation Uao ' : Evaluation Topic: u" e Rachs
, gJL ~m Fon oy e A The. breseat Soanl Lludud umu.ulum
Praglt VUO E WJ ISSL /A [ovchmge
Facmr CIUSteT A: Prc-cxlsnng cvaluation bounds
User identity ) L
Program characteristics > D DD PeddP D> .) 5>

_Intra-orgamizational feaiures . R B .
External features ’ )

‘Wnlh rcspect to my own program and the above topxc l need to keep the lollowmg in, mmd ,

Factor Aﬂecllng Use: | Rolovanl lnlormallon ‘ Thlngs ICan Do To lnﬂuonce Uso:

At Pro-exlstlng K :ﬂu. ﬂoand- ﬁdmnima.lmtﬂ.m a. 4,
ovaluation bounds ‘i W all .}umlla.

i i and.
writlen requirements: wwu!un
E)lher contractual obliga- = & X g haa 20 J.r..nmdb.bu&ft. 1.2

tions; fiscal constraints)
. 3 ‘J,oao».kd%mdasmh— enlualins 3,

4, e 4

When you have filled oot the second column!of the'prectice Worksheet A
to yoor own satisfaction, turn to the third columm, "lhanS'IbCan Do to -
Influence Use." For this column, think of the spec1f1c steps you can take
to help insure that this part1cular factor will affect evaluat1on use 1n a
Jpositive way. Your intention in taking these steps is to clarify, expl1cate,
or modify the factor either to enhance,its potential favorable 1nfluence on - -
use or to mitlgate, as far. as possiole, any potential negative’effect.lt~ma§
have on use. S | | fﬁ';_fﬁ[' 5 /?/‘- |

¥ s -
when you are ready, go ahead and fill out this third column as it per-
-tains to your own program Be sure toyphrase YOur statements 1n terms of
'."definite actions; use concrete verbs, list only things that you or. someone fin

else can do. You ll find our completed example below-:




‘ Organizing For Evaluation Use : Evaluation Topic: thatl e had

ll o ’ ! sacat 4
L Prracdcv\f‘ orichast A it otk

ov thamae b ?
Factor CIUSter A: Pfe-exlstlng evaluation bounds g
‘ " ) Uscr identity
) Program charactenstics DPIIDPFIIIIDIIID

Intra-organizational leatures
Exlemal features

Thlngsl Can bo To influence Use:’ \

Factor Auectlng Use: - Rolovant fnformation:

AL Fro-existing 1. 3\& Boand, &lumhcm m.u.uhnlvumhﬂwu
evaluation bounds wulleas .pmdiu mwm § . sspent fov - Raud,
{written requirements;

| o othor contractual odliga- & &dmmmbkrah»gh};bl 2. ‘lnaw,.pa.mwx._%mw
: tions; fiscal constraints)

i - . '=wmmlw@mbf»n»ammh~a Qubluu&lnrmM%dwmde
e 4 ) 4

- 5. ‘. : ' ' 5.

You' ve Just completed one’ cycle of the process involved in organizing
for evaluat1on use. You will repeat this cycle -~ first noting relevant in-
:fonnatlon on each f;ctor and then dec1d1ng what actions you can take to .
enhance the potentlal for use throughout all the worksheets. For add1t1onal
practice, cont1nue now to the second factor listed on Norksheet A, "User o
Ident1ty.“ o f _ S o T

In f1ll1ng out the rema1nder of the worksheet follow the same procedure

as you dld for Factor A-l In case ‘you'd 1ike another example for reference,a

,Jl.we ve Provlded our own completed pract1ce worksheet below'

L /.\ .

v‘-v; RS - . .‘ L o '130":




Organizing For Evaluation Use . . Evaluation Topic: Shall ave koths =\
Jhe preseal J.maL.l!uAua cunuciius

Practicea Wo Emnee?:A A

Factor Cluster £ - Pre—cxislmg evaluation bounds . .
User identity o ' _ ) S
Program charactoristics FDDIPIIIIRDI DS
intra-organizational features,” - : :

- . Cxlcmal loalures SN

e

k]

Wth respect to my own program and the above loplc | need .o keep the followmg in mmd:

i - Factor Affecting Use: Retevant ln!ormauon : 4 ) 'lhlngs i Can Do To influence Usa
: A-1. Pre-existing 1. e Scmd.. o Ehizations .unnfn a mdy&m-du
i evaluation bounds % paadle x&h:ulwu 1.&?& mpm‘. 60\» o faoad

? -3$$§£2ﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁgw 2 &dumwuhwlohamhbﬂqwl2~&uﬂxpahmhub#vunhdbb
- tions; fiscal constraints)
. &‘iamxnhd?ML#vﬂwuﬂwﬁms &mblaaquvmmqaﬁwmﬂmv

vi, : 7 4, . L A . /
' s : 5 o
i y; .
o -
! A-2. User Identity KR :h.lcmLA}udmhmpt dwu».mur ‘l.hLthanlm}wmu,mc}aan
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o
Now that you ve completed WOrksheet A, you are ready to go on to eachq-
of the three rema1n1ng practice worksheets. we ve prov1ded one .ff - |
worksheet for each of the four factor clusters. To work w1th these model
. worksheets more effectiVely, you may want to reproduce them 1n smaller
‘segments as we did for your sample worksheet Or, converselx wi - 7 want
to enlarge them so that you can deal w1th the whole - factor pattern at ice.

Or you may want to list and consider the factor c]usters, and your course

“of act1on in organizing for evaluation use, 1n some other way. Forkthose




“w

who are interested, a supp]ementary workbook is available conta1n1ng 1nd1v1duaT.”
worksheets and step by-step 1nstruct1ons (Alkin and Jacobson 1983). You

will need to ‘decide ‘for yourself how you want to proceed.

The Next Step

» Regard]ess of how you:choose to proceed, you will need to deal with-
' each of the factors in all four of -the factor c]usters 1n order to comp]ete
the fu11 pattern of eva]uat1on planning, execut1on and use. Of course;.
some of you may be in a position to comp]ete all of the worksheets now ---
but we suspect that such readers will be in the minority.".Différent readers
will be at different stages of the eva]uation processﬁ. Most will probably
be in the early stages and so wi]] feel comfortab]e f1111ng out one or more
of the workshgets but not all of them at this time. If th1s is the case
‘with you, then you should go back to these worksheets at the appropriate t1me
and fill them out as needed. Don't forget to look back at the worksheets
vzyou comp1eted earlier to make sure that you have carried out the act1ons 11sted
in the third co]umn _ _J; '

You may ‘be someone who is not current1y part1c1pat1ng in an evaluation.
hPerhaps you are read1ng this handbook s1mp1y to 1ncrease ‘your understand1ng of
"eva1uat1on If th1s is the case, you may a1so benef1t from the d1scuss1on
We urge you to ref1ect on the factor c]usters and gons1der how they m1ght
apply in situations you haVe encountered 1n the‘bast———ConsT/er also what
you m1ght do in. the future to make yourself more effect1ve as a proaect
administrator in organizing for eva]uat1on use. 11»1u - l

~ Or perhaps you are not. an adm1nistrator at, a11 Perhapsgyou arelan_

eva]uator,.read1ng th1s;book to see what k1nds}of act1ons'administrat0rs may -

o

13-
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:‘fake in organizfng your éva}uation. We hope that the material presented in
this book has forced you to take a fresh 100k éf the whole evaluation enter-
prise, that it has given you some new ideas about howptd perfpfm evaﬁuations

#thatiijl make a difference. You will find that it islvery‘gratifying to
knew that your evaluation efforts will have some payoff, that they will

" amount to more than a report gathering dust on a bookshelf.

To those researchers or evaluation theorists who picked up this'book

out of.curiosjty;'we can say that.we hope you have not been put off by the
absence of technica]‘]angﬁage and of the scho]qr1y apparatus of fobtnqtes;
we.hope thaﬁ you have -found some ideas heré that will inspire éndmknform your
own future work._iYéu may wish to look more closely at the references noted

in Appendix A as you reflect further on our comments.
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' SYNTHESIS OF THE LITERATURE ON EVALUATION USE

Prepared by
James Burry

\
Based on a review of the 1iterature on eva]uation use, the followir, _
- factors ‘appear to have & bearing on the degree to wh1ch eva]uat1on informa-
tion may be used The 1nd1v1dua1 factors.are p]aced in three magor cate-
gorzes- Human Factors, Context Factors, and Evaluation Factors.
- Human factors reflect evaluator and user characteristics with a strong
influence on use. Included here are such factors as people's attitudes
o toward and interest in the program and its evaluation,. their. backgrounds
“and organ1zat1ona1 pos1t1ons, their profess1ona] sty]es. -
‘Context factors cons1st of the requ1rements and fiscal constraints -
faclng the eva]uat1on, and relationships between the program being evalu-
ated and other~segments of its broader organization and sdrround1ng
.commnnity. | . o _ _
Evaluation factors refer to the actua] conduct of the evaluation; the
- procedures used 1n the conduct of the eva]uat1on and the quality of the
1nformat1on it prov1des. . '
In the synthesis, . the 1nformat1on drawn from the 11terature is
presented as follows: ' | _
Column one -- Factor. This column lists those factors 1dent1f1ed as
hav1ng a bear1ng on eva]uatwon use. _

" Column two -- Research 11terature. This co{umn presents information
‘drawn from empirical research, in educat1ona1 and other settings, on the
_matter of evaluation use. For each work identified, statements are drawn

typifying the, factor it elaborates and its association with use.’
Co]umn threa -- Theoret1ca1/conceptua1 11terature. Th1s co]umn %den—x

t1f1es works from the theoret1ca1/conceptua1 literature wh1ch have a]so

1dent1f1ed the factor and/or association in° co]umn two..

160
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1, WO PRS-

A Evaluator Charactepistics

'

L, Comitnent o use of

evaluation results

a 1a1

2 \.

Hlkin, aiTlak, & Wite, 1970, Utilization i

enhanced vhen the evaluztor actively "strives to
factitate and stimilate the use of fnformation.’
Appmpriatel stimilation tactics will depend on
aldience ogientataon (p, 245) and the rapport

1 estabHshe

Braskamp & Brown, 1980, Throughout the eveluation
process, the evaluator st take.an active role n
fostering upﬂazataon. He or she cannot assume that
the. audience will act on information contained in a
final report b9 .

Kennedy, . 1982. The evaluator comnitted ¥ use of

~infomation may enlist the support of an adninistre-
| “tor in this endeavor, This administrator, in tum,

mey attenpt, 0 "entist" the support of subordinates
in the use of information,
The tactics used to enlist support down the systen

| mey Tead 0 attitudes ranging from neutrality o

acceptance, 40 hostie, to andlety (pp, 12-123),
This factor 1s assocaated with political under

standing audaence composition, and aamm strator

sty]e.

| King & Pechnan, 1982 The eval uator comitted t

user nvol vament must be aware of the existence of
kinds of "non-use" and their causes (p. 55)e For

'examp1e, npn lise may be appropriate if the rasults do

| Lange & Speiss, 1974

Alkin, 197

Holey & Lee, 1978

Comnor, 1979

Holley, 1979 3
A]km &Law, 1980

Cooley, 1980

Apling & Kennedy, 1981
Hansen, Martin, & Oxford, 1981
Holley &Totusek 1981
Stevenson, 1961

Thomson, 1961

King, Thompson, & Pechman, 1962 {
Chalimsky, 1983
Holey, 1983

1 Kean, 1983

Radzfkowski & Seaver, 1983
Dackey nds (b) |
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I.A.l.’ cont,

2. View of- desirabilfty
of user involvement

q

/| Akin, Stecher, & Gefger, 1962, - Four fypes of -
1 evaluation services can be provided fn the Interest

1 Tproving user. capabdlities in testing and data

| | ¢ .
not deserye:to be used or when the organizational and
poTitical context provents use. Miseuge, or
nappropriate use, may occur 1f a user manipulates or
otherwise misapplies appropriate results, Another

'kind of mis~use, inappropriate nonuse, can happen if |-
results are maliciously ignored, treated yith

indifference, or not comunicated to users,

Refsner ef al, 1982, An evaluator who believes that
"evaluations are a vaste of tine unless they are used
by someone” (p. 59) and who vorks "to create positive
(user] attitudes toward utilization" (p.60) enhances
the potential for. utilization,

Stecher, Alkin, & Flesher, 1981, - Utilization can be
enhanced by nvolving users fn both the conduct -of
the evaluation and fn planning processes for its
utilization (p, 13),

of fostering user involvenent n the evaluation:
ncreasing user understanding of evaluation;

interpretation; providing consultation on o

| Findings mey be used; and helping dovelop evaluation

procedures to neet - Tocal needs. To the extentithese
activities foster local involvement, the evaluator is

better able to deal with such factors as audience . -
| expectations for the evaluation, their preferred
forms of -information -~ evaluation and others, and

the mst appropriate nemer of reporting, this
bu‘ﬂd'ing a Joint concern for utiization, (p.. 55)

L Stévenson, 1981

Windle & Bates, 1% .. -

Akin,A9%
Caplan} etal., 1975
Hotley Yeige, 1978

‘| Comor, 1979 - f

Holley, 1979
Alkin & Law, 1980

Looley, 1%0 -~ x

Holley & Totusek, ‘191

king, Thomson, & Pechman, '1932 1| :

Chelimsky, 1983
ariffin, et al,, 1983
Kean, 1983

| Dickey n.d.[b)

o 1bd
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4, Rapport Wit s
1627 |

ERIC

a LR
) Cho1ce*:of‘m1é | Patton, 1978, e the extluator "takes d1reét, Guba&swff-1ebeam,'1970
Lo | personel vesponsibity for etting dnformation (o, 19

the right penple," the ] Hzation potential 1
enhanced, i \

kdn, Dailak, &Hte 179 ) eva1uator |

philosephy that stresses “the mortance of having
the evaluation serve the project and ot just peet

W o formaa.requirenents” helps cngendor st

TS factor 15 associated with 2udience orlonta ton

ammwmmmmemmmmpm)

| Nemedy, 1982, Beyond taking te stane that s or
Der o 15 "to v, the {in house] et my

ot be ble to define his/her role; "mle fs -

~ detemined i large extent by the organizations

they"Serve” (p, 161, Suocesshu) eveluatods wih) .
adopt & prodlem-solving strateqy. thet 15 compatible

iith tei strict's: problen»so]ving strategles

) ey, 1 ) Toen enh i utﬂizatmn, “evaluators
“Should adopt & more coﬂaborative role, nolving the
|- decsonmaker and the staff' L decmons out the

mMMﬂmM)

- kin, DefTl, ‘& I 1te' i, el rapport |
| with s or her audiencel 11 generally contribite
to the use of Snformation (p 244)

ey e, 105
Lhlley, 11

| Stavenson, 1981
Tefss, 1%1

eyl

| Alkin, 1975

| Cooley, 1980

Commor, 1979

Mkin & Law, 1980

Boruch &Cordrqy 198

Cooley, %80 °
llamﬂton, 900 |

| Kenndy, Newan, & Aplin, 190
ApHng & Kemedy, 19!
Bravermen, 1981
Hansen, Martm i Mord, 1081 |
Leviton&Huhes, o,
0'Refly, 1981 |

| Thompson, 1981
irg, Tungsn, & e, 1982

Grifgm et 1, 18
Kean, 1983

15?

Aronson &Sherwood m

Alkin & Law, 19
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LAA cont,

8 Understand1n§

political consi~ |

Gerations

ERIC 167

can be Teft to chance o fit at the end" (p, 23),

‘Braskanp & Brown, 1980, memHMWe

evaluator denonstrates understanding of the program,
and 1ts internal and external politica) environnent,
mwthQMMmdmdmcmmMMImrmﬂummn
mmmmm9ﬂ , |

mmmmﬁwmwmmo“
mMmmwmmﬂWmmmmummmw

mmmeWWMMMmmwgﬁ

CmWanMZWWMWBMWWmm'
Of the ongoing Socdal and political context of any
educational program and, as such, 1t can efther -

Decane a-part of the systen from the ground up or-{t

MBMWhmmmmmmmmwmmmw
sttion of audfence and ts organtzational context,

mmMmMAm mmmwmmmm1n-

mmwmwmmmmmwmmmm]
not énhance wtilization. Politfcal factors my

preclude collaboration; users may view the peed for <
-'MMmmmnmmmmmeMMMn
Tangenat (p 3, o

- —

Wi, 19% -

(v, 817

A Granville, 1977

Brand?’ 1978

‘Brickell, 1978
Pelz, 1978

mmnww

" Holley, 1999 ,y‘”‘“‘“-‘"""“":f"” -
- | Alkin &Law, 1980 A

Cooley, 1980

|t i 1981
meMMmmmmmwmmA.

o ledss, |
King, Thompson § Pechman 1982 |

OMWJm

Kean, 1983 .
Nagel, 1983

MMWW&MWIM S
-‘anﬂm f'“”

‘ it o
. . »
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b el -

I, Background and -

fdentity

Brown & Braskamp, 1980, Credibility is e fportant
deterninant of uttlization, Credibility fs related
10 the trust program staff places in.the evaluator,
and to thefr perception of how el he or she
understands heir progren 1p. 93).

Ak, St;écher, b Geiger, 1982, These case studles
clearly identified "ovaluator reputation and credii-

.\meamMmmwmwmemm.
B2), This factor 15 associated with evaluator wle,

audience rapport,relesance of fnfomation provided,
fostering utilization,

Retsner et al, 1962, "Forcefulness and earned
respect” seem to fypify cradible evaluators, This
determinant of utilization s associated with such
persona) evaluator Charucteristics & his or ber
esire 1o serve the needs of the program being
evaluated (p. 59) | .

Braskam, Bron, & Newnan, 1978, Wh 1e the tﬂe of
the evaluator can nfluence audfence perception of

| the overal] chiectivity of the evaluator, title does

not seem 10 affect audience agreement with the recom
mendations the evaluator makes: (pp, 408-840). This -
factor 15 assoctated with credibi]ity, conposition of
the audience, and thefr infomation.needs.

*Newran, Brown, & Littman, 1982, The sex of the
eMWwaMMWWWmm
factors assoctated with the evalution report and

and audience predisposition to evaluation in temms of

[

| factors assoctated vith the aucionce (p. 18), x|

Nkin, 1973
Kindle & Bates, 1974

Nkin, 1975
| Guba, 1975

(ox, 1977

ol ley, 1979

Alkin & Law, 1980

Stalford, 1980 |

Hansen, Martin, & Oxford, 1961

Joint Comittee on Standands for {
Educational Evaluation, 1961

Leviton & Hughes, 1981

0"Rei1ly, 191

~ Stevenson, 1981

Thorpson, 1961

1 King, Thompson, &Péchman, |

briffin, et al, 1983

'Dickey‘n.d.(b) L

Nkin, 1075
Nkin & Law, 190 o
King, Thonpson, & Pectman, 1982~

S
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LA, ot

B, lser Characfer1 stic's'

L Lintity

ao range of users

wmmMmmnmmemwmm
/1 evaluation,

- ‘ﬁ | —
bids 15 Tikely o be subte; 1.e., When audfonces are
Judging unfantiar material, or of an wnfandlfar
field, they are more hke1y t make stereotyp1ca1

PESHONSES,

b

ATkin, Daillal, &wmte, O, There are often

nltiple audlences for an evaluation, or parts of an-
evaluation. This foctor 15 associated with evaluator
role and aﬂegwnce b selected auiences (p. 283},

Kennecty,/wﬂz. "...to the extent that different
participants define fssues differently, a given plece
of evidence nay be percetved as more or Tess: relevent
to different participants and a5 equally relevant but
d1fferent1aﬂy fnstructive” (p, 33),

This factor 15 associated with evaluator role,
*//amuunt ot e of ontact, sonces of fnfomtion

A]kin, 1973
Alkin, 1975
Cox, 1977

- Mise, 1078

Holley, 1979

| Mkt &Ly, 1900
Cooley, 1960

Braverman, 1961

Hansen, Martm b Onford, 1080 |

i} Remy, 191
Stevenson, 190
Altschuld, et al, 193

| Chelimsky, 1983 -

Kean, 1983 -
Nagel,. 1983
Peck & Triplett, 1983

Radofkouski & Seaver, 1963

m
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Alkin, Kosekoff, Fitzgibbon, & Selignan, 1974, The
evaluator's perception of the relevant decision
makers -« those 1n a posttion o act wpon the fnfore
mation, can influence the usefulness of the dnforma-

i for decision meking (p. 88), This factor is
. associated with evaluator mle selected, evaluation

processes selected, the kind of 1nformation se]ected

and how 1t s reported

| | King&Pechman, 482, Utﬂ1zat10n "requires the -

plicit and continual action-based support of poverful

| advinistrators” (p. 32), But this sipport by itself |
d0gs ot quarantee use, and some people w1l use

evaluations even in the absence of urg1ng by ﬂ’ew
Superiors,

This factor fs associated with political ander .

standing, the roquienents for the evaluation, orgee

nizational considerations, and the el uation fues-
tions of 1nterest |

| Newmen, Brown, & L1ttman, 192, Persins “closest 1o

the deciswn -making process” [administrators] appear
10 be "more critical of the evaluator] than rovices”
(po 18)." This factor i associated with evaluator
role, audience for the report,. and composition of the
aud1ences. .0

o

| Brikel, e

el tsner, 1976
Cook & Polland, 1977
HolTey & Lee, 1978

 Resnick, et o, 1979
Akin & Law, 1980

'Ry, 1981

- | King, Thompson, &Pechmﬁn 1982

Ntschild, e o, 1963

Kean, 1983 |

{

Mkin, 193
Holley & Lee, 1978
Connor, 1979 ‘

Alkin & Law, 1980

Radzkonski & Seaver, 1983
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2 Interest in the

pualp e

A, viws about the pro- |

gran being evaluated

\

by progrdm questions
and concerns

\ * Fidfenee v1e toward and com tment,
toaprog. P TR 2 St s degls.ons about the
program have been made before the cvaluation data

have been collected, Should the audience favor the |

program, and expect evaluation results to be posi-
tive, then 1t will be difficult to build & ubiliza-
tion potential into evaluation information that runs
counter to that position {p. 80),

-~ This factor 15 associated with political under
standing, the role of mon-evaluation information, the
audience's perceived sk, audfence-openness to

change, artd evaluator comnitment to use of results, { -

Nkin, Dafllak, & White, 1979, Pote'ntial users of an

evaluation may have many varied questions or concerns
about the progran befng evaluated, This factor §s -
assoctated with audience composition and their pre-
ferred forms of information (p, 238-230).

Braskamp 1 Brown, 1980, Discussion and regotiatioy
Detween eval uator and program staff should.address
the purpose of the evaluation and how 1t results

| might be utilized, The eartier the staff is involved

in such deliberations the greater the potential for
itilization (p. %2),

s, i, & Ocford, T
0y, 198

focan & Kolodry, 104

DBaumen, 1976

Cox, 1977

David, 1978

Holley & Leg, 1978
HolYey, 1979

Akin & Law, 1980
Cronbach et al, 1980

| Leviton'& Boruch, 1980

Braverman, 1981

Hansen, Martin, & Oxford, 1981
Leviton & Hughes, 1981
Stavenson, 1961 -

Studer, 1961

| Thompson, 1981

King, Thompson, & Pechma‘n; 1987

| 175:‘ )
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LB cont.

| Daiak; 1980, Schoois often need fnformation on 2
- 56t of i5sues that may be quite Giffarent from, and

less ambitious than, what the eveluator might
epect, This factor 15 assoctated with aidience
expectations for the eveluation 1n tenns of the

| potential for utfTization ( p. )

MWMmM.mwmmmm

| answer questions raised fron fnside the program
ollhen the questions qiding 2 study one fron the

program prsonne] hemselves, thee 16 an fnterest

| conmitment t the mquiry gendered by the . |
| omershi” . 241, T et i asucated it
| el uator v1ew of user Snvolverent, amount and fype

of contact, and veporting fommat end sbstance,

femedy, 1982, 1f 2 varlety of potental users are
h .1nvo1ved use fs Tikely o fncrease hen they can

wmwmmeWMmermdmﬁ
mMmMmmawmnmmmumﬁa

N variety of decisions and actions in the fiture..

Aoreenent s Tikely to be met] by modifiing the

| essige prestmed £ have cme from-the evid ence“ !

531)0 '
- This factor 1§ sstciated With vl uator mle, it
user involvenent, and comufication of infomation, - |

Atsehud, et o1, 1983+ |

ChelIngky, 1983

| Hen, 1983
| i e1 193 L
| Peck QTruﬂett 193

1m
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1 wrgency of ouestions
: and concerns

¢, predisposition to
“evaluation/the
" evalugtor

offers"|

King &
thal,
and degoee of- disharmony behind users’ "eSpoused

A1k1n, Daﬂ]ak dhite, 1079, Tne Urger:oy. as50¢] |
ated with an eva] uation may range from assuring that

"2 report 1 submitted by a certain date, to address

ing forthcoming|decisions by progran authorities, to
generating data|to help resolve staff conflict (p.

- 2B)s To the extent that an evaluation 1s to address

mltiple questions, and to the extent that the
urgency of the questions vardes, the evaluator must
deternine wiich|are the most pressing issues, If the

dssues are not cealt with, it i wlikely that the -
- evaluation will be used to ansner any questions,

A"dem“’ i, &B"Odie. 191, " the strength

and nature of preexisting feelings dbout an fssue may
be expected to strongly influence the potential

utiMzet's interest: fn working Wth the evaluator and

considering the information tnat 'r ) oval uator
(po 122), - .. |

Deohnan 1982 To enhance utﬂizaﬁon poten-'
the evaluator will need to gauge the existence

theordes [stated elifs] nd "teries n se! -
[actions] (p. 2), | '

This factor is associated With political under |
standing, nformation dna]ogoe, and user nersonal
mmwmm.

Hoiley 4 Lee, 1978
Wy, 99
Hanen, Martin, defond 1981

0 Rgﬂy, 981

Davis & Salasin, 105
Forgione, Kaplan, & Orland, 1979

| Holley, 199

Alkin & La, 1980
Cooley, 1980

Kennedy, Apling, & Neunan, 1980 |

Crowley, 191

Hansen, Martin, &Oxford 198]

Levaton 4 Hughes 1981
DReilly, 1981
Stevenson, 1961
Thomson, 1981

L S

King, Thompson &Pechman 1982‘\ )
Nagel, 1983
| Dickey n.du(b)
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efw@mem.VMWMWan&w%Pmmmmmm Cox, 1977
the evaluation perceived need for evaluation Information tend to be Rich, 1977

f. expectations for
the evaluation

more satisfied with the evaluation and thus the ‘

'MWMMMWMmemmmmmmw

15 associated vith evaluator role and cred1b111ty
(pp. 67-73),

.mumMWa,MmmAmemwmmwmdu

not tuned o progeam expectations 1s Tikely o Tose
that audience and the potential for utilization is .

| dininished, This factor 5 associated with evaluator

mk,mwwtaMewwnwnwmaﬁswkmmtm
28),

| King & Pechman,«1982. The evaluator comitted o use

must understand that use may-Be “signalling" ({nfor-
mation used to report outside the systen) or

—

- | Rich, 1979
| Alkin & Law, 1980

Dabson, et al, 1978
| Holley & Les, 1978
Pelz, 1078 |
Fu o, et al, 1979
mu@,mw

. mmg&wmwn}mw

Akin & Law, 1000

mMm,mnm,&wmm,wm I

0'Reilly, 1981
Thampson, 1981

"  “M,mmmm & Pechia m;%,

|

Cmmﬂhl%9
Carter, 1971
KiesTer, 1971

Alkin, 1975
Lavis & Salasin, 1975
Rein & White,. 1975 '

.WMNH&1W7‘

Brandl, 1978
felz, 1978
Studer, 1998
Holley, 1979 -

Cronbach, et al., 1980

4 mwmn&mma wm
| 0'Ref1y, 1981

Stevenson, 1961
Studer, 1981

Hedss, 1981

| King. Thompaon & Pechman 1982

21

. 182
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-
LB.2.f, cont,

"0, risks of the
evaluation

M

3 Comitmént to use of
evaluation results

| who wiTl meke "blg bang! decisions should not expect

%mmwmmmmam@mmm,m
%), While signalling often nvolves no more than

the porfunctory submtssion of a requived report iich
has 1ttle internal relevance, charged use sugoests
internal action of infomation use. Charged use my

be "tnstrusental” -« an action direct] ka{
specific piece of Information; “persubive’ = infors
mmmmmemm&w%mmm"

1MmmﬂmmmaWMHmmmmmmf
mmmwwmmsmwmmmmmmdme.

wmmsmmmeMWMMMmmm

‘/

MMDNW&W&JW MMmmmmﬂ
and institutional’ risks and potential- benef1ts;1n
conducting an evaluation, Users, dapending on thefr

,MMMMwmmMMMWWWMMM,

wil) make decisions about costs and rewards
manmmmmmmwmmmmo
is used and the uses to which it 15 put (p. 250)

mmsmm&@mrmamMMMmm
decision makers. toward ustng evalution fs a factor
strongly related to evaluation use (p. 85). This

ﬁmmwmmMMmMMmmmMmmw.
wMMmemmwmm L

mm&%mmmw&.mewmmwwwmuasﬁ
hthMHMMMWa%mmﬂ@mwMMW

|

|
=h

|

|

mmme

,meﬂdlm

Kean, 1003 .
anm

H

Comor, 1979

Holtey, 1979

Alkin & Law, 1960 - R
Hansen, Martn, & Oxford, 1961
0'Ref1ly, 1961 |
Thompson, 1961

Nagel, 1983

Dickey n.d.(b)

Brickell, 1974 - .
MMMmaﬂlm
Akin, 1975 )
Caplap, ot dl, 1975
Blaser, 1976

- | Chelimsky, 1977 .
ook, 1978

Lym, 1878 |
Peffer & Salancik, 1978
Alkin, Daillak, & bhite, 1979

Hall, 1980

€T

ManmJWMdMIJ/;
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8.3 oonty

|
¢ |

| 4 Professtonal style§

)

a, adninistrative and-

oranizational
- styles

o be d15appo1nted if this kind of utilization des
not occur (e 17-18), This factor 15 assoctated

with evaluatoe rol, vew of wser vt po-
Cesses selected, and comunication of mfonnation,

Refoner, et | , 182, A significant deci‘s-ion

maker's support of evaluation + o . tends o increase
utilization {p, 60),

Dickey, nidlaly vu.the profect director 5 met

Tikely to use the evaluation when he o she 15
mterested i and comitted it p. 17,

Akin, DafTiak, & White, 1978, Utilization of evelye
ation Infornation 5 entianced shen the decision naker
has the adninistrative and organizations] kil
necessary 0 "tet things dore,” 10 start action

[and] t()) cany 1 trgh t eyl conclus1on
255 ,

Cichon & Diyer, 1982, ", mamagement and eva]uaﬁon
functions can and should be integrated in the progran

| leadersiip vole” {p, B3), To.that extent thet

| educational ranagers fncorporate evaluation findins
in their aily routine activities, the potential for |
utilization 15 enhanced.

Uhelingy, 189
briffin, e d, 183

w

Alkin, 93
Cooley, 1980
Stalford, 180
Hoﬂey &Totusek 1%

R
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I.B.4.a. cont.

b initiathe

1§

’mew&Immmnmwmmmmm
principal contributor o & decision, s fnstead @

tool used wel! or readily by all participants, thus
whatever [dectsion] develops wil) not be detennined

by the substance of the evidence but by the

| distribution of political and manipulative skills-

anong pirticipants” p, 67).

This factor 15 assoctated with poﬁﬁﬁal inder- -

standmg, the role of other infornation, and the
lsers' cnrgamzatmna1 nositions,

King & Pechman 1982. “...self confidence... and
interest in and openness to eva] uation [can] separate
Vikely users from non-users” (p., 30}, But this 15

| 18t exclusively associated wth program advocacy;

rather 1t suggests a personality who can take the
nitiative to agply the information at band and who
15 supported by “a fevorable po]1t1ca] context and
climte" (p, 32), «
This factor {5 associated mth wser's sk
perception, view of the progra, evaluation
expectations, and organizational factors,

MeColskey, et o, 1983 "Principals vho take more of
2 lead 1n directing the schodl seem to need and rely”
more on infomation about how the school or its
prograns are functioning than'those who are Tess .
pr]ﬁ?)C?t shout the goals and standands of the schoo!
p6)! ‘

g,

Mein blay, 1980 °/
Hansen, Martin &Oxford 1981
0'Reilly, 1981 /

Kean, 1983 - '/

ST
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G Opemness 10 e
Tdeas or change

d Infornation processing |

Mkin, Daitlak, & White, 1979, Utiization i
eohanced if the cecision neker 15 open 4o mew deas,
is dle "to measure probable benefits and risks, o
weigh them agatnst each other,’ and then o act
accondingly (pe 96), |

Jelolskey, ¢ dl, 1983, e s meh an eale
ator ¢an do about an edninistrator's: Tatk of opene

mindedness, but ole perceptions and understanding of |
| soctal science vesearch nethods are characteristics

of adinistrators that evdluators can help o mdify

o) helping adnindstrators idntify goals, means to "

achieve these goals, and measures 1o assess progress
towid these: guals, evaluctors gy encourage adnindse
trators to act a5 leaders..,.and o becone bitter
mfonnatwn sers (ael)t - o

Wi, Dl & it 10, Ui’ vies ot

. doceptable forms of, information can-influence evals

ation uses The evaluator vho feals that a particular

.| Question- s best ansuered by quantitative data, and”

e 15 working with an adninistrator who is more cone

“fortable working With aualitative data, can attempt

to provide both Kinds of fnformation or can attemt
to cnvince the advinistrator et and &t pon

-' purely antitative Gta. The major potnt, Mowever,

is thet the evaluator find out wat the acceptable
foms of information are {p, 289),.

Hanson, Martin, & Oxford, 1961 -
0'Reilly, 1981 |
Studer, 1981

fean, 1963

w1

{ Hansen, Hartin, & Oxford, 1981 |

0'RedTly, 1981
foung & Comptofs, 1979
Sprout] & Zubrow, 1981

| Helss, 1978

Mintzberg, 1973 |
agel, 193 .
Holiey, 1963 |

=
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I, ONENT TS

A, Precxisting Evaluation Bounds | -

L Written requiroments &
for the evaluation

—

zmmmmmm
obligations for the
evaluator

&Hmummms

191

Alkin, DafTak, € it 199, The evlator o~
program managers must discuss the range of requires
ments ~< specified data, analytic requivements, re-

forting needs - that enanate inside and outside the

mmnmmnmmmanmmmmm

tieeh these reqiverents, or thet one st o dequen |~ oL

mmmm%mmmmmﬂmmmmmm1

l,JmmmMmmwmw)

' “

ki, DT, & e, 99, In adition o g

requirements, program nanagers themselves ‘may estab-

| Tish ~~in written form or otherwlse -~ other things

that an evaluator mist 0" {p, 237)." These obliges
tons my go far beyond state/federal vegutrenents,

Aiin, Deila, & Write, 1909, To n extent s

mWmemMmmehﬁWwMa

1 tor. This factor 16 associated with evaluator polf-
;UMMWWWMWMWMMW%M

mmmmmﬂpm)

: 1kin . ,'f
mMnmmwmmdm1
| Dickey nd,(b)

Akin & Law, 1980

MMWMmmmmr'
medmmme 

Weiss, 1981

| Alkin, 1973

mm&m1mb

me,%

n-‘.' o

WW 1979
£WJM
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3mmmmmmmm
MWW |

19

.&memm

 (haracteristics

|

L, Intraorganization]:

fatires 1.

i

between unit and
cmmmmm
mmmwm

C U ole of cental) ¢
district office

b, interrlationsip |

Wkin, DTk, §Wte, 99, 1F te otz
of the disteict office allows evaluator discretion in .

: (- ohoice. of-rolefevluation-foct-the-evelator35-more |
dble tn serve project meeds, thereby emhancing the - |-
st tat 15 asecate wi_th'lxtﬂization ‘(p; 248). 3

\
\ -

anmwmwwmmmmm
\mwmmmmmemmmme
mummwwmmemmmmmmmm

| 'strator can cooperate 't condict a Tocally useful

mmmMpM) .

MM&mei'

J

Alkin, 1973
MmA%
mm&mm
Heltnel, 1976
(o, 1977

15

.”WW,7 ,

-wmmam1m

| bolley dlee, 197
Tomor, 1979

Stal ford, 190

| fansen, Martin, & Oxford, 981

mmmlw

| Studer, 181
‘ 'MWmNMg

Atschuld, et a1, 1983
mmnaa1m

-mmnum

BmmMMWJm
omm,%

T e ]

Reflly, 181

Po—
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¢, fnstitutiona]
arrangements

“ds unit Tevel aufonomy

e, sourees of informe--

“4ion beyond evalua-

tion, Tikely to be -

inuse

| 1%'

, 7

| Mkit, Daitlak, & White, 1979, District institye
tional arrangements can affect the conduct of evalua- -
tions, For example, in a situation vhere a central

evaluation office serves all programs, an “internal
evaluator may have to convince the local site of the

usefuiness of coing an evaluation, Onvihe other

hand, an "external” evaluator hired fof a specific
evaluation task may have to convince the centrdl

 office and/or Tocal site of the relevance of ms work

[p. 248) : S

Alkiny Daillak, & White, 1979' Autonomy: within and

anong schools can provide the evaluator and the

| program developer "the freedorp of action necessary f o
| decide...how best to use the evaluation” (p. 248),

HeCol skey, et 1l 1983, Principals vho agreed [that
they can make) 1mportant decisions fn the school and
[have] the-power to affect changes in the school
reported that they relied more on...information than
those who [do not have such freedom] (p.6)."

Pétton, et al., 1975, . Eval Uaiors tho uhdekstand that
their "results [provide only) another piece of &
complicated information puzzle," and who apply that

| understanding, are Tikely to' produce information that "
- hes potential for utilization,

- kin, Dailak, & Wi, 1979, Site-dectsfo mker

always have access to information beyond that

suppied by the evaluator. The extent 10 which other . |
| HamiTton, 1980

fnfomation sources are percei ved as rmeti ng the

‘00

Laplan, et a] 1975

| Connor, 1979

A]km &Law, 1980
Cooley, 11980
Hansen, Martin, & Oxford, 1981

10 Remy, 1981

i

Alkin & Law, 1980

0'ReiTly; 1981 —

Rein § White, 197a )
Chelimsky, 1977
Cox, 1977

| Holley & Lee, 1978.

Boruch & Hortman, 1979 |

Rieh, 1979 - .
Alkin & Law, 1980
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5, TEORTOLCONETAL |

'II.B,i.e. ont, .

. fo perceived institu-

. 3 kl.

tional sk

2, Extraorganizationa)’ T o

featires

2 comunity climte

b comunity influence

|18 associated inth evaluator understanding of
o pohtica] constderations, can affect receptivity for

users' perced ved, nformatwn needs has 1mpact ot
memmmnmmmmmwmmmn
(p 209), Evaluator role and desire tn nvolve Users

+ ) <IN the eveluation are assuciated yith this factor,

-

§

Nkin, Daﬂ]ak § White, 1979, If te Organ zational

| sense {5 that there are greater visks assomated Wi

e evaliation than- there are possible benefits,
there 15 Tess Tikelihood of the evaletion bemg
" Used, :

0

‘ ’
Alkin, Damak & Wnite, 1070, Schoo1 corrmum

 relations can range from neutrality i hi dhly
poht1c1zed nrtisan settings, This factor, which

dtilization, and bears on evaluator vele, user
concerns, and evaluation procedures ind reportmg
methods (p 236) -

N

Mk1n Dafak, & White, 1979l Where the ocal con-
munity hes 2 stake fn the progran being evaluated, a

neoessary step #n creatmg the env1rcnment condutive

Tronpsan, 1981

" | Cootey, 1980

King, Thompson, § Pecnman, 1982

LA

 Bravernan ,l 1981 |

“Leviton & Hughes, 1981

, OReﬂ]y, 1981

Sprouﬂ & Zubrow, 1 1%

ot Heiss, 1981 |
- { King, Thomson, & Pechmn, 1962
. | Holley, 193
| Magel, 188 —

Iy

\

Hoﬂey, o
Mkin & Lay, 1980
if Reﬂly, 191 -

(o, m
Holley, 979 .
Alkin & Law, 1980

Hansen, Nartin; <& Oxfore, LR

, ORE]]]MIBIvQ T

Thompson, 1961

i, 5
o, 10
ey, 119,

| Hansen, Hartin, & Oxford, 1081 - |

-
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ILRLL ot

C

tole of other
agencies

] L3

mmmmwmmwwmmﬂmme

mmwzmrmmmMmmmmmwm
yaluator's vald, credibility, and polftical wndor-

standing, 3ince. the adninistrator will b inportant
mmmmwmmwmmnmwwmmmm

ammmmmmmngmmunmmm

Mw%mmmnhmh»

t

‘MWmm&JW.%Hmmmmmﬁmm“
the Tocal comminity expects to be involved" (p, 60), |
'WHMWthMMwMWWMWWMMW

about user fnvolvement, evaluation comnijment to
mmmmammMMNMMMaWMe
WMWWW%

1 Rcin, DaiThak, & White, 1979, Above and beyond i~

tial mandated requivements, other government agencies
can continue 0 influence the conduct or focus of an
cvaluation after, it has bequn and can have an fnpact
on the eventual utilization of evaluation infomation

. po 26L), This factdr 1 associated with the role of
Jhe evaluator, the composition of his audiences, the

evaluation processes sefected, and the substance of
the eyaluation report, Utilzation nay dininish to
the Extent that the evaluator maintains 4 static

asition in a situation vhere the influence of offer
'Hgmmmmmmm®mm-

mmﬂmw%
Cootey, 1980 °
MMWI%

oy, 101
Oheily, 1981 -

| Stevenson, 191 -

0

T2
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A ! .

G Progran Characteristies |

| L Age/naturdty -

J/ . - .
2, Innovativeness -
/S .

.
. -

.

| Adldn, Damak &dhdte, 1979 These (ase studdes |
| sugdest that new programs use evallation infomation

for public rélations puroses and for buﬂdnng
externz] support for the program (pp, 196-168
217-220), This use s associated with cnnnumty
nnﬂuence composition of the audience, progran’
guestions and concerns, and adwinistrator styles.
New prograns ‘3] so find valuation usefu) in ini~

| il curriculun, staffing, procedural and other

“informal” decnsdnns because there ara fewer-vested
interests or-teacher and adnfnistrator resistance. tn

) overcone {on 6-13; 15147, 206), Associated e
| factors here are et perfnnad characteristics, 'J""T

‘nfornation’ dialogue, anount/type of contact, sub-,

ein, 173

i ) s \

Holley, 1979

{ Vefss, 1981 “*

Grn ffin, ¢t 4, 1983

\ .

»

smndmmmmmmmnmmerd\au

P style and prngra/ nuestnnns and concems, 8

Adkn Dadﬂak ddhdte, 1979. Programs that are *
unfamiliar % staff and comunity, and that enta]
radical changes in previous practices; dra on evalu-

| ation anfornataon ta clartfy nitial confusion dout
~ | content, direction, procedures, and respnnsibﬂdtnes
| (e 55, 72, 18), This atilization fs associated
| with evaduntor persond] charactertstics, anount/type

"of contact sith users; substance f eval wtion -

- ~infornation, and progran questions and con |
o Hhere the fmovation fs schoodn‘ndﬂﬁm\

fnfornation ney be considered suerfluons )
thangs "settle " of their own-accond (pp, 14,
212). This distncfnation o utﬂdzatdon appears

| nnst strongly assocdated ndth adni ndstrator style and e
L nds/her questnnns and noncerns about the progran. R .

B e
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. ’.‘2‘1‘

1. Nnount of 1nteraction
 betieen eval uator and

o users

203

] 1ncreased\ if, the- evaluator makes serious a’ctemptc t
" {nvolve his /audwnce in such tangible evaluation pro-
| ducts & "how b read, analyze, and meke cecisions’.

upon-evaluative data” (p. 91); for example, the data
1mmeMnmwuammmmmmM
tor ole, his view of audience-involvenent and-con-
mitnent,/to utlization, and his understanding of

v aud1ence needs within the pamcular orgamzatwnal
sett1 ng. ‘

N

. P
. v o ’
¢ : Vo + 1
’ ‘ J‘ ' ‘
v

| Braskamp }& Bmwn, 1980. The earHer the evaluator
- and progran staff rreet 0 address the subect of
e possib]e?

utihzation the greater the potential for
utihzation (p. 9z) ' |

/

| Glaser &Taylor, 1973
| Hindle & Bates, 1974
Alkin, 1975

P f"ﬁ\ ".q,‘fi‘ 2
} ' oA g

o LR 0 RESHRCH LITERATURE
o ;o | o - LITERATURE
A
N }3-‘/ Overlap with other Alkin, Dillah, & Wit 1K Utﬂuatmnnnybe
7 prograns | welated to progran overlap, particularly 1F me pro-
; | gram {5 a. conponent of & Targer Rrogram elated
factors are |mth0do1og cal -rigor, substance of vl -
-ation fnformation,- relevance & user concerms, fiscal |
constraints, stte-level autonony, program (uestions o
and concerns, and the adrmmstrator $ orgamzatwna]
Y skﬂ]s. ' ‘ ¥
R - |
101, - EVALIATION FACTRS | | IR
A]km Stecher, &Ge1ger, 1992, Ut111zat10n i Downs, 1967

B on '\ R

sl

Cook & Pollard, 1977

Lok, 197

Davis & Sa]_asin, s

| Kikin- 4 Law, 1990

i, 1980

| Stalford, 1980
Hansen, Martm, & Oxford, 1981
0 Remy, 1981

Thompson, 1981

| | Patton, 1982 »  .' ‘ x‘.l

Rtschud, et o .', 1983

| bk il

, Crnnbach et al., 1980

) "'_‘/

o
| Holley, 1979 R
| oley, 1080 e
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LITERATURE

1

2 Quality of ntemction
Detueen-evaluator and
lsers

B, Substance of Evalation
. -Infnnnatn’nn

L Infnrnatinn relevance
for users

| Imortant program concern, the e 1t 1 Yikely 1o -

| nrgan1zatinna1 factors and eudnence conpns1tnnn.

B

Anderson, C1ar16,?‘n& Brodie, 191, ...hnn mich one

| can affect the tgpee of caring o Cncen aout an-
| Tssie may very well be the privary cetorminant of

futire changes in (utifastion] beharion or pnnctice"
(n’ 122, This factor 15 assoctated with audience
expectatnons fnn ind pnednspnsntnnns t eidlustion,

. %sner, it n., 180, "Baluaton e upesses

When decision makers are assisted i understanding

| ow they nnght U6t evaluation dnna lp ),

.| Vander Ploeg, 1 980

C »

" i, DaNat, & Wite, 199, The e the fous of
WWMWMMMMMMWMM

‘e used i ceetston king (p, 206), This factor 15

assciated ith ena]uatnn e id e 1dentnficat10n
of usen, (oncems, - i

Knn &Pechnan 1982. "...there I ot necessanﬂya
direct renatnonshnp Detieen fnproved withen Ot
and \1nprove d Tovels of use. If a ser finds weitten

" | infomation f vl to s particulr statio, e
IR Jnnely t e ft, regandless of ity quality; h‘

for \ntever reason, it does ot seem of 1nned1ate
Ve, be Wil e i, 22,
Ths fctor {5 stcetd it plitial ad

| URenHy, %l -

"Dav1s, ad,

Hnnﬂton 190 |

\ Brovean, 181
| Hansen, Martin, & Oxford, 1 ‘981

/

nhehnskv 1983
Kean, 1963

Whnney, etal,, | 1969

Anerch mo
Nnelsnn, ms
| Wilians & Yysong, 19

Banta & Baunen, 1976 3
Con, 077
latta, 1977

Shnidt, et a]., 977
| David, 1978 |

| Lym, 1078 1\\
| Holley, 19

. ,Fnirnenthee ot n., 1974 i
| Aikin, 1978 |

] re o

| oy Hles: 1978 s
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LB cont: \

I
1
' ' .
' \
.
)
¢
N .
E [

2.$wHKHMmmm
selected for users

|

Dickey, n.d{a) "vithe project director 15 mst

kely to use the evalation when, it
1 Tecomendations [ere] elpful..! {p, 17)

q

| Resnick, ¢t a1, 1079

Cooley, 1980

1 Joint Comittee on Standards for
,mmmumem1,
1 0'Reilly, 1981 |

Stevenson, 1001
mgmmm&mmnmz

Chel {msky, 1983 |
Radzkonski & Seaver, 1983

MMWMmmmomewmmmmms
are often based on a broad range of information

‘nM&mmmmmwmmmmm,/f

1mmmmwmmmwmmwumwm
mmm%wmmprm/ .

/

» .meﬂmfkﬁmwmmmwmt‘;;
wammmmmmmmmr

introduces a host of questions about the difference
Detween {ts factual neaning and its romative
message, and about its potential to make &

smmmmmmmmmmmMmm@dm\

(p. 66)
Wmm@,ww) mhfmmruanmamdmm |

RE

- mMWwMWWmWWWmeWmm
‘MmmﬁmmmmJMMMWme
| audience.

S
At

-mmlm/ N

Oeilly, 1981

Radzikonski & Seaver, 1083, . |
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[ Brluation Reporting

It Fdequency“of information
- provided

2, Tieing F fnforestion

"o
1"

Kemedy, Aoling, & Newnan, 1980, While the effect of
tining of & final, formal eveluation report on
utilization 1s ddffdcudt to Gauge, timely and wel!
focused fornative veports can fncrease the potentdad
for utﬂdzatdon.

| *Cdchdn dDwyer 1982, ...df your fnterest n ustng
te results or i evaluation begins vhen the resils |
come in, you'e mobibly oo Tate, s Toses mt

1 e addressed from the start of an evaluation o mai-
‘mize the potenttal® {p, 23), This factor fs assuet-
atedwith evaluator role, View of desinabNlity of

User involvenent, and user expectations for and pre-

| ddsposmdn i evaluatdon. .

Alkin, Kosecoff, Fitzgibbon, 'd s gian, 1974, - Eval-

Uations which provide tinely fomative informaticn -»
e, Which help project directors ddentify possible

problens and shich provide vecomendations for i

gram changes ~~ increase the potential for utiliza-
tion (p. 87). This factor 15 assocated with-the come
position of the audfence and wnderstanding of polf-
tical considerations in terms of hkehhdod of

' uuhzatdon.

David, 1978, "The tdddng of & evaduatddn o by

sl vstrct e potentfal utility by rot meshing

with the tining of the program plaming’ (p, 3),

“|'Flordo, et al,, 18

(v, 91

‘Hansen fartin, & o, 561 |
King, Thompson, dPechman 1982

HolTey, 1993

| Peck dTrdpdett g

\ 1
o )
1

o

Gbe, 15N

Bantad Bauman, 1976
Falcane § Jager, 1976
"
Young &Comptods, 1979
Hl, 0
MdtcheH 190 -
Hansen, Martm, & (xford, 1981
Stavenson, 1981 -

'Kdng, Thompson, & Pechmn, 1982

Chelinsky, 1983 |
Peck & Triplett, 1963

| Radztkonski & Seaver, 1%

ickey, nd (b)

T ez .
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. FACTOR 2 RES[ARCH LTERATURE
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|y | informal presentation can enhance utilization, This - | Caplan, 1975
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L selected, and evaluator comitoent to util} zatmn | Holey & Lee, 1978
o9, - . Comnor, 1979,
. | '\ Florio, et al,, 1979 |
Nkin, Stecher,&Geiger, 1982, UtiHzation 1s fn- L Holley, 179 N
Cooley, 1980 -

J
/

|
J
/

4 Statistical rarative
data g

~ tion methods and formats

ence questions and reeds. (p. 89),

creased to the extent the »sva] uator selects presenta-
ich are appropriate to his
audience and which clearly dlsplay answers t audi-

Brown/;‘Braskamp, & Newmzin, 1978, The amount of data
and jargon In an evaluation report can affect the

* audience perception of its tectmicality ad diffi-:

culty (p. 339), “This factor interacts vith evaluator
credibiiity, audfence conposf tion/orfentation, and

-preferred modss of Infornation 1n the potent1a1 for

o __utﬂization.
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Brown, Braskamp, & Newmar:, 1978, Jargon-loaded

reports are Tikely to be seen as more "technical” and
"difficult" than jargon-free reports. However, the
effect of jargoh may be mitigated by the inclusion of

* data which help the audfence to interpret and under-

stand the information {p. 339)., This factor is as-

~ _sociated with evaluator credibility, audience compo-
sition, and preferred forms of information,’

.Reisner, et al., 1982 Graphic, narrative, and non-

techinical modes of presentation, especiaﬂy when they
describe program strengths and weaknesses and give

" recommendations for program change, increase the uti-

ity of eval uation 1nfor~mation to local decisiuin =
makers {p. 65)
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